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PROBLEM STATEMENT AND ITS BACKGROUND
Problom
Educational accountability in the decade of the 1970's seems to
be extremely important to the public in general and also to educators
specifically.

In a recent Gallup Poll (1974) sponsored by Phi Delta

Kappa this notion was supported.

Among the groups interested in

educational accountability are taxpayers and they are concerned about
what they are receiving for their tax dollars.

Another group concerned

are teachers and they are concerned about their responsibility to the
learners.

Superintendents of public schools are interested in educa

tional accountability as it relates to the total operation of the
school district.

The State Department of Education in Michigan is

placing an emphasis on educational accountability as it relates to
state and federal educational programs.
This study explored educational accountability as perceived by
selected public school superintendents in the State of Michigan,
The level of implementation of the accountability model developed
by the State Department of Education in Michigan is not known, and
this study is an attempt to determine the extent it has been imple
mented by the various public school systems throughout the state.
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Purpose

The purpose of this study is to measure the impact and perceived
responsibility for the implementation of the Six Step Model of Educa
tional Accountability developed by the State Department of Education
in Michigan by local public school districts as perceived by the
superintendents of randomly selected public school systems in the
State of Michigan,

This study is to ascertain information and attempt

to discover the following»
1,

The actual level of implementation of the

accountability model at the time of the study by selected
public school districts in Michigan,
2,

Where the school districts in the opinion of

the superintendent should be in terms of the implementing
of the accountability model.
3,

How much effort had been expended in implement

ing the accountability model,
4,

Whose perceived responsibility it is to imple

ment the accountability model.

Need for the Study
It is believed that the information gathered from this project
could assist local school districts and the Michigan Department of
Education in planning educational programs in such a way that more
efficiency and effectiveness may be realized.

Also, it is believed
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3

that a "broader understanding of educational accountability in general
and the Six Step Model of Educational Accountability specifically
could assist in this process,
Educational accountability in the State of Michigan has no com
mon meaning according to the Market Opinion Research (19?4) survey
conducted for the State Department of Education.

It was found that

"Educational Accountability" had no single meaning among the various
segments of the population in the State of Michigan.

Less than one-

half of the Michigan residents could verbalize a meaning for educational
accountability at all.

Twelve percent of the teachers could give no

meaning for educational accountability.

This study may assist in

developing a more precise understanding about educational account
ability in Michigan.
These kinds of data mentioned above seem to indicate that educa
tional accountability, even though many times discussed widely, is not
well understood.

Therefore, a study of this nature could assist in

bringing about a common meaning of educational accountability in
Michigan.

A clear understanding of the impact of the Six Step Model

of Educational Accountability seems to be of importance in terms of
attempting to help Michigan educators do a more satisfactory job of
teaching the students of the State of Michigan.
This project did not only attempt to discover the Impact of the
accountability model as perceived by 102 randomly selected superin
tendents in Michigan, but it also attempted to discover perceptions of
responsibility for implementing the accountability model that now exists
in the State of Michigan,
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The lack of clarity and understanding about educational account
ability in Michigan indicated there was a need for further investigation
in the area of accountability in Michigan.
Educational systems in Michigan must be accountable for their
programs and the people that facilitate them.

An understanding of

educational accountability may assist in this process.
Definitions

Accountability
This study focused on accountability in public educational school
systems.

The definition presented by Lessinger (19?0) was used,

Lessinger's definition seems to include all of the important aspects
of accountability as it relates to the public school, and it is as
followsI
Accountability is a policy declaration adopted by a
legal body such as a Board of Education or State Legis
lature requiring regular outside reports of dollars spent
related to results achieved. The concept rests, in my
judgment, on three fundamental bases. Any one removed
will destroy the concept, I stress that because already
there are people that are confusing assessment evaluation
and accountability and they are quite different as I hope
to establish.
The concept of accountability as it has grown in the
last year rests on three fundamental bases. First, its
focus on the student accomplishment, what the student can
do that is demonstratable, hopefully measurable, but at
least demonstratable. Second, that student accomplish
ment must be perceived through an independent review. In
other words, someone else has got to see that it happened
besides the person or persons who are instrumentally sub
mitting the report. And finally, the public report.
Accountability is a report to the public in understandable
terms related to the dollar spent to student accomplishment,

(p. 1)
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There are many definitions of educational accountability that
could be cited.

The purpose of citing additional definitions Is an

attempt to demonstrate and give background to the variety of meanings
attributed to accountability by selected writers.
Boles and Davenport (1975) observed that "accountability has
three main components and they arei

(l) accountability as effective

ness; (2 ) accountability as efficiency, and (3 ) accountability as
effectants" (pp. 423-6).
John W, Porter (1 971 ), Michigan State Superintendent of Public
Instruction made the statement thati
Accountability Is not performance contracting.
Accountability Is not program budgeting (P.P.B.b./.
Accountability Is not cost effectiveness. It Is not
testing nor Is It merit pay for teachers, or a means of
relieving teachers of their jobs.
Accountability is the guarantee that all students,
without respect to race. Income or social class, will
acquire the minimum school skills necessary to take full
advantage of the choices that accrue upon successful
completion of public schooling, or we In education will
describe the reasons why.
What accountability probably means to the adult
layman is returning In part to what existed In the 3 0 's
and 40's; a move away from the so-called permissive
days of the 50's and 60's. But this time Instead of
the "produce, slide through or fall" responsibility being
on the student, the accountability emphasis Is envisioned
as a "produce or change" concept assigned as the respon
sibility of the educational establishment, (p. 3 0 )
Lleberman (1970 ) noted, "At a common sense level, there Is
accountability when resources and efforts are related to results In
ways that are useful for policy making, resource allocation, or com
pensation" (p. 1 94 ).
One can readily see many definitions of the term accountability
could be cited.
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School District Size

Student enrollment was used to determine the size of the school
districts for this study.

Bulletins #1011 and #1012 (19?4) published

by the Michigan Department of Education were used to determine student
enrollment.
Small school districts had a student enrollment of 1^99 or less.
Medium school districts had a student enrollment of I5 OO to 3^99*
Large school districts had a student enrollment of 3500 or more.
All student enrollments were determined by the fourth Friday
count as of September 29, 1972,
Michigan Six Step Educational
Accountability Model
(See Appendix a )

The Michigan Six Step Educational Accountability Model has six
steps and they are defined by the Michigan Department of Education in
A Position Statement Educational Accountability, (p. 7 ),
STEP 1 Common Goals - The State Board of Education
has articulated certain goals for children. These are
spelled out in general terms in the "Common Goals of
Michigan Education." Each local district is asked to
develop their own modification of these goals,
STEP 2 Performance Objectives - There is consensus
by definition, certain things it is assumed children
ought to know at various stages in their development.
This information must now be translated into performance
measures, I'/hile much work remains to be done, the per
formance objectives fall naturally into skill areas and
attitude-aspiration areas which are, psychologically
speaking, in the cognitive domain, the psychomotor
domain or the affective domain,
STEP 3 Needs Assessment - Having identified the
goals for children, and having articulated the perform
ance objectives for schools, it is necessary to assess
the existing relationship between them. This analytical
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chore must utilize all the knowledge at handi research,
testing, resource distribution and personnel availability
and a host of others* The objective is to give local
school officials some notion of the variance between
desirability of performance objectives and what the child
or children can do (needs assessment),
STEP 4 Delivery Systems Analysis - Based on the
needs assessment, plans must be made to change the
delivery systems to reverse what has often been termed as
the "push-out" or "leave behind" problem. Among the many
things which may be used are performance contracting,
compensatory education, promising practices from experi
mental and demonstration schools, year-around schooling,
intensified pre-school education, improvement of nutri
tion through school meals, in-service training of teachers,
and many others,
STEP 5 Evaluation and Testing - If a change takes
place in the delivery system, that change needs to be
tested and evaluated. If valid, across the board inservice professional development programs should be
fostered,
STEP 6 Recommendation for Improvement - When a dis
trict or school has gone through these steps, they should
feel obligated to share the results. Recommendations to
the local district and to the State Board of Education
complete what is essentially a circular pattern of service
— goals are served and/or modified on the basis of contin
uing attention to the success or lack of success in the
educational delivery system, and the process starts over
again.

Limitations of the Study
This study was limited to the perceptions of 102 local public
school superintendents.

No other reactions or perceptions were

included in this study.
Additionally, the data gathered in this study were acquired
exclusively by the use of a mail questionnaire.

The limitations

inherent in the use of a mail questionnaire are assumed to function
in this study unless specifically noted otherwise.

The primary

limitation referred to is the lack of control of the factors which
contributed to questionnaires not returned.

In the fall of 1972
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there were 530 K-12 puhlic school superinterients in Michigan which
was the population from which +he r ample
selected.

Out of the 102 que

J2 was systematically

lirf

lied 72 were returned,

which equals 7 0 , returned.
No attempt has been made to t.nalyz

" 29«5:^ did not return the

questionnaires,
Assumpt.'

It was realized that the relatio:

i between the assumptions

and acceptance of the findings of this study were important.

In an

attempt to assist with the acceptance level of the results of this
study, there were certain assumptions needed.
For the purposes of the study, it was assumed that the responses
of the superintendents surveyed were representative of all of the super
intendents of K-12 districts in the State of Michigan,

The random

selection of 102 superintendents acting as subjects was a sampling tech
nique acceptable to the doctoral committee.
It was assumed that all of the 530 K-12 school districts have
received the same information and assistance available to them from
the Michigan Department of Education in understanding and implementing
the Six Step Educational Accountability Model.
Also, there was the assumption that the survey questionnaire used in
this study did provide specific questions related to the level of impact
that the Six Step Educational Accountability Model has had to this time.
In summary, educational accountability is not a simple concept.
It is one that encompasses a number of distinct though closely inter
woven elements.

Each element must be seen in the context of all the
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others If the whole concept of accountability is not to become just
another short-lived slogan In the rhetoric of education.
Dyer (1973) has put forth this idea.

He Indicated that educa

tional accountability Is made up of four basic components.
The first Is accountability for cash. This has meant,
and still means literally counting the cash. Financial
Information must be accurate and easy to Interpret. The
second Is accountability for things. Accountability also
means counting and accounting for the Innumerable things
that educational dollars buy— books, buildings, pencils,
audio visual aids, furniture, laboratory equipment and
Instruments and so on. This component then requires
accurate Inventories, The third is accountability for
deeds* Clearly the concept for cash and for the things
Imply accountability for what people In the system are
doing with the cash and the things it buys. This means
all the deeds of any kind that are presumed to have some
sort of Impact, good or bad, direct or Indirect, on the
development and well being of students. The fourth Is
accountability for results. Dyer Indicates that the first
three components previously mentioned are accountability
dimensions related to educational process and that account
ability for results Is the accountability dimension related
to product, (p. 9 -19 )
These assumptions of educational accountability are the assump
tions for continuing and developing the study of educational account
ability as It relates to Michigan and specifically as It relates to
the Six Step Model of Educational Accountability in Michigan,

of Investigation
The major area of Investigation In this study Is the level of
Implementation In the school districts of the Six Step Model of Educa
tional Accountability as developed by the Michigan Department of
Education as perceived by 102 randomly selected public school super
intendents of small, medium and large size districts.
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In order to determine the level of implementation of the Six
Step Educational Accountability Model the following questions were
specifically included in the survey for each of the six steps of the
Michigan accountability model.
1.

Ifhat is the level of implementation of this step

by your district?
2.

In your opinion^ where should the district be in

implementing this step?
3.

How much effort has been expended to implement

this step?
4,

Comment on the difference between your reaction

to "Level of implementation by your district" and "In your
opinion, where should your district be in implementing
this step?"
5.

Who has been assigned the task of implementing

this step in the model for your district?
6,

Have specific funds been allocated for the

purpose of implementing this step of the model?
7,

When do you intend to have this step in the

model fully implemented in your district?
8,

In your opinion, who do you perceive to have

the responsibility for implementing this step in the
model?
9*

Have you discussed this step of the model

with your Board of Education?
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10.

Should this step he implemented on a district

wide basis or subject area basis?
11.

What problems have you experienced in imple

menting this step of the accountability model?
12.

What problems do you expect in the future in

reference to implementing this step of the account
ability model?
Review of Literature
The literature related to educational accountability is quite
extensive.

It should be noted that most of the literature related to

accountability has been published within the last ten years.

This may

indicate that educational accountability is a relatively new concept
in public education or at least that writing about accountability in
public education is a relatively new Idea.
In the present review of literature there is a division into two
major sections.

The first section was developed to present the histor

ical background of educational accountability along with a discussion of
literature that deals with the possible future of accountability.

A

second section of the review of literature was designed to examine the
literature specifically related to educational accountability in the
State of Michigan.
Background of Accountability
The concept of educational accountability in its simplest form
means to hold someone (or some group)accountable for certain behaviors
or actions.

Although accountability is a relatively new concept
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In educational literature, the original ideas date back to the ancient
Greek philosophers who stressed accountability through their work and
actions.

As the cup of hemlock touched the lips of Socrates back in

339 B.C. history recorded perhaps the first time the act of holding a
teacher accountable for what he was teaching.

Pour hundred years later,

Jesus was held accountable for what He taught.
In the mid-l800's Victorian England began to deal with educational
accountability.

The Newcastle Report of I858 suggested the way in

which England attempted to deal with accountability.

Between I85 I and

1858 the public grant to education had risen from 265,500 pounds to
9 7 3 ,9 5 0 ,

During the same time period, the Crimean War had cost Eng

land 78 million pounds.

There was a diligent search for ways to lower

public costs.
The Newcastle Report recommended that pedagogical efficiency be
achieved by granting funds only to those schools and teachers who
could show that average student attendance reached l40 days a year and
that children had attained a certain degree of knowledge as ascertained
by examiners.

It was said that the examination would exercise a

powerful influence over the efficiency of the schools.

The examina

tions were based on performance criteria similar to American tests
today.

They were developed to test for the "3 R ’s,"

The new examinations were successful in reducing governmental
expenditures from 813,441 pounds in I861 to 7 6,0 00 pounds by I8 6 5 ,
The quality of education in England went down greatly.

In 1868, after

six years of trial for this approach, J-Kay-Shuttleworth, an educa
tional critic, said according to Sma^ (l972)t
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The Revised Code has constructed nothingi it has
■ only pulled down. It has not simplified the administra
tion « . . .
It has disorganized the whole system.
These ruins are its only monuments. It has not succeeded
in being efficient» for it wastes the public money with
out producing the results which were declared to be its
main object, (p. 439)
House (1973 ) observed that:
Rational models should be used to Inform human judg
ment, not to substitute for it. An even greater danger
than the massive loss of funds, severe thought that may be,
is the distortion at the state and local levels caused by
teachers and administrators trying to produce the kinds of
results demanded. The tragedy of a simplistic model is
that it often wai'ps life to fit its mold. (p. 6 7 )
Educational accountability as a concept must be kept in proper
perspective.

It was noted by Combs (1972):

Who in his right mind can really oppose the idea of
accountability? That is like being against motherhood.
Every institution must be held accountable, and our
schools are no exception. It is possible, however, that
the means we choose to achieve accountability may boom
erang to destroy or impede the goals we seek so that we
end by "losing on the bananas what we made on the oranges,"
(p. 1)
Early in American history, forms of educational accountability
existed.

In his work it was stated by Dyer (I97 I):

The first even occurred in l64y when the Great and
General Court of the Massachusetts Bay Colony enacted
what the history books refer to as the Old Deluder Satan
Law, This, you will remember, vras a law that sought to
foil the designs of the devil by insisting that every
child in the Colony be taught to read and raite. It held
each town accountable for providing this instruction out
of its own funds. And it backed up its mandate with an
annual fine of five pounds to be levied on any town that
failed to comply.
One reason, no doubt, that the Puritan Fathers were
able to get avray with this high-handed infringement on
local autonomy was that there was general agreement in
those days on the ends and means of education. All child
ren must be taught to read so that they could have direct
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access to the Scriptures and thereby have an outside
chance of avoiding eternal damnation. One of the major
problems In education these days is that people are not
all that clear and convinced about the ends and means of
education, (p. 4?.)
Educational accountability continued to be of major concern In
American education on Into the early I9 OO's.

Howard (1974) said,

I well remember the speech Frank Spaulding (then
superintendent of Newton, Mass.) delivered In the
Interests of "scientific management" to the Department
of Superintendence of the NBA In I9 I3 . He pointed out
that, In Newton, 12 pupil recitations in science were
the equivalent of 19,2 pupil recitations In English and
that It took 41,7 pupil recitations In vocal music to
equal the value of 13«9 pupil recitations In art. He
went on to observe that the price (e.g., 12 recitations
In science for a dollar) must go down, "or we shall
Invest In something else,"
Even James Monroe wrote in I9 I2 (New Demands In Edu
cation) , "We need 'educational engineers' to study this
huge business , . . (and) the question of the cost, which
Is almost purely a business problem," No, the wording
Isn't new although some of the usage Is a little different,
(p. 21)
In more recent years there have been many major events In the
movement of educational accountability.

Rlchburg (I97 I) suggests

four major events and they are as follows1

first, the Elementary

and Secondary Act of I9651 second, the Texarkana Performance Contract
In 196 9 j third, the Gary, Indiana performance contract that took over
the total school program In one elementary school; fourth, the OEO
Voucher Experiments In Seattle, Alum Rock, San Francisco, California,
and Rockland, Maryland.
Another major event In the movement of educational accountability
has been the laws which require states to deal with educational
accountability.

As of the fall of 1973 there were 27 states that had
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enacted laws which feature some aspect of educational accountability
such as California, Florida, Indiana and Michigan (see Appendix b ).
Currently some legislators such as Brademas from Indiana are
discussing educational accountability in a frame of reference other
than cost effectiveness,

Brademas (197^0 indicatedj

Accountability is what logicians call a "relational"
term, not a simple "property" term. The distinction can
best be brought out by example. "Female" is a property
term, "Sister" is a relational term. He goes on to say
that pupils are accountable to teachers. Teachers are
accountable to principals. Principals are accountable
to superintendents. Superintendents are accountable to
boards of education. Boards of education are accountable
to taxpayers, (p, 3)
The concept of educational accountability exists as a result of
many different reasons.

Some of the reasons noted by Popham (1972)

There is an apparent defect in human nature which
disinclines us to subject any enterprise to careful
scrutiny until we sense it is in some way defective.
Without debating whether this failing stems from orig
inal sin or is merely an acquired shortcoming, there is
little doubt that we are currently witnessing the
results of this tendency in the field of education,
American citizens in increasing numbers have become
disenchanted with the quality of our educational aystem,
and the magnitude of this disenchantment has now passed
the critical point, so that rhetoric no longer satisfied
and corrective action is being demanded. The problem
facing us now is easier to articulate than to answer,
namely, how should we go about promoting Improvements in
the educational enterprise? (p. 4)
A more precise set of reasons for educational accountability was
given by Landers (1973)» and they are as followsi
1, The 1954 decision of the U.S. Supreme
Court, which focused attention upon the results of
segregation,
2, The Coleman Report, which emphasized educational
output rather than input
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3. The revolution of rising educational expecta
tions among minority groups without a corresponding rise
in educational achievoment
The increasing costs of education and the
resulting "Taxpayer Revolt"
5« The greater politicization of the schools.
(p. 539)

Barro (19 ?0 ) recognized that there were at least four antecedents
to the accountability movement.

The four major strands were ;

1. The new, federally stimulated emphasis on eval
uation of school systems and their programs
2,
The gi'owing tendency to look at educational
enterprises in terras of cost effectiveness
3» Increasing concentration on education for the
disadvantaged as a priority area of responsibility for
the schools
4. The movement ot make school systems more
directly responsive to their clientele and communities,
either by establishing decentralized community control
or by introducing consumer choice through a voucher
scheme, (p, I9 6 )
The relationship of education to cost was pointed out by lessinger
(I97 O)

when he said,

It would be interesting to speculate about the
reasons for the growing demand to link dollars spent for
education to results achieved from students. Increased
and accelerating costs, poor academic performances of
minority children, and inconclusive results of federal
compensatory education projects (totaling, since I96 3 ,
in the billions of dollars) are probably important
causal factors, (p, 21?)
In the Sixth Annual Gallup Poll of Public Attitudes Toward Educa
tion (1974 ), more than half of the items listed as areas which
citizens wanted to Imovr about related to the quality of the educational
program.

Some of those areas were : curriculum, qualifications of

teachers, current teaching methods, how the schools were administered,
financial status of the schools, and the academic ratings of the
schools.
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Olson (1974 ) stated that there are two basic reasons for the
accountability movement and they arei

"first, access to information

about performance whether it is about the performance of the pupil,
teacher, administrator or local board member.

The second, was the

ability to change those factors thought to be responsible for
unsatisfactory performance" (p. 2),
An attempt to synthesize the reasons for the accountability
movement was done by Buchmiller (1973) for a North Central Association
meeting in Chicago.

The bases for such a synthesis were:

1. To evaluate the adequacy, efficiency, and
effectiveness of educational programs, especially those
involving the basic cognitive subject content areas
2. To provide Information on student performance
to governors, legislatures, state and school boards, and
the public at large in order that they may compare the
performance of each district to another or ascertain the
level of actual performance to expected performance,
3 . To provide information in respect to allocation
of resources and for educational decision making
4. To determine the effectiveness of professional
employees in attaining educational goals and objectives
5 . To establish a uniform program and budgeting
system to compare programs, performance, and cost and to
inform the public, (p. 4)
The accountability movement should bring about improved educational
opportunities for the students involved.

Lessinger (I97 O) observed

that there would be some changes in schools as a result of the call
for accountability and they are:
1.
The teaching role will finally change from
information-giving to directing learning. In many class
rooms, the person who is active more than a fraction of
the time is the teacher, who is generally doing the
following:
(a) Preparing and delivering lectures or
talks to students whose motivation for paying
attention or shows interest in what is being
covered may be Insufficient,
(b) Preparing, administering, grading and
reviewing tests, assignments and homework, and
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covering the textbook, which, because of the
methods applied and the materials generally
available have little value in helping the
students to learn or the teachers to judge
their own effectiveness.
2.
The schools' facilities will become more open,
more flexible and less group-oriented. Students can
learn as individuals or as members of a group. There
are no alternatives in any specific learning situation.
Group instruction has its values for motivation, for
general direction, etc., but Is contra-indicated for
individual learning. The misuse of time and effort in
attempting individual groifth through sole or major
reliance on group methods is monumental. Facilities
encouraging individual instruction are essential in
producing results.
3« The curriculum will become more relevant.
When the emphasis moves from process to results, the
whole environment becomes a source for schooling,
"School" can then be held in businesses, homes or
through "bull" sessions. Teachers can be assisted by
students and adults. Since the criterion is results,
the process becomes open to a variety of input. Variety
is the essence of motivation and can provide the realism
so deeply desired by all who seek relevance in their
schooling.
4.
Outmoded myths and an Incomplete educational
tradition can be exposed and perhaps eliminated from the
schools. Too much of the behavior towards children in
school seems to reflect a "can't do" philosophy. Too
many seem intent on proving that the bell-shaped curve,
with its built-in reflection of failure, ought to be the
symbol of education. Accountability for results will
prime personnel toward a "can do" philosophy. They will
be energized to try alternate ways if something isn't
working. This change of attitude could be the major
benefit of the concept of accountability.
11 -12 )
Educational accountability as a concept has its deterrents.
Some of the deterrents are based on fact, others are not,
(I97 I)

Hencley

divided the deterrents to the implementation of accountability

into three major areas.

The first is the philosophical-ideological

which is the conflict between the humanist and behaviorist.
second is the political-legal conflict.

The

This area seems to create

uneasiness about the effects that accountability will have upon
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governance and control of public education»

The third deterrent is

technological-economic in nature— the lack of technologies and
financial resources for defining, measuring and producing learning
outcome.

These three deterrents to accountability seem to be

reflected in most of the current literature on educational account
ability.
It was pointed out by Teller (1974) that educational account
ability is based on myth.

He defined myth not as fairy tales, rather

the underlying structures of the fabric of the American psyche.

The

seven myths of educational accountability beingi
1. The accountability movement arises out of the
concern of American people for efficiency,
2, Business is the paragon of efficiency,
3. Behavior is more important than underlying
motives,
4, The accountability movement will solve our
economic problems,
5* The accountability movement will help solve
our political crisis,
6 . Technology will solve our educational problems,
7. The accountability movement will produce
educated men, (p. 456)
In Teller’s (1974) comments on educational accountability he goes
on to say, "It is a movement which uses the rhetoric of myth and
symbolism.

Yet in reality it is a return to a dictatorial and closed

system of education,"
The deterrents to educational accountability come from within as
well as outside of the "educational community,"

Bundy (1974) also said,

"Educational accountability is a classic example of myopic thinking
and narrow vision,"

He continued by saying that.

Accountability, in short, is industrial conscious
ness applied to nonindiistrial problems. It is the
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misplaced response of frustrated consumers who have little
place else to focus their anger» And it is rapidly
becoming the articulated response of professional elites
who fear public recrimination and must at all cost protect
their position and power. Accountability promises, as
Daniel Callahan might say it, false satisfactions for real
needs. To strip away all its pretensions, accountability
is a contrived smokescreen to confuse the public and dis
tract attention from the real issues facing American
schools today, (p. I76 )
There are others who think that educational accountability comes
too late in the life of school age children.

For example, Omstein

and Talmage (l9?4) noted1
Advocates of accountability usually subscribe to
the environmentalist theory of intellectual development.
Good, But accountability advocates either have not done
their homework or ignore the fact that most environmen
talists subscribe to Benjamin Bloom's study as the most
important piece of research in this area. According to
his research. Bloom points out that 50 percent of the
child's general intelligence is developed by age four,
another 30 percent by age eight, and still another 12
percent by age 1 3 ,
Bloom estimates that 33 percent of "general learn
ing as based on achievement indices" takes place between
birth and age four, that another I7 percent takes place
between the ages of four and six, and still another I7
percent takes place between ages six and nine. Thus,
the moot important period for intellectual development
and academic achievement takes place before the child
enters school. He further points out that all subsequent
learning is determined by what the child has already
learned, (p. 12 )
Another deterrent to educational accountability seems to be based
on a suspicion that accountability is a design for failure.

Poster

(1974 ) said, "I want to suggest to you that accountability that I’ve
looked at in America is a designed plan for failure.

It's an organ

ization set-up that knows in advance that it's going to fail to be the
kind of education that we're looking for.

I have a feeling we have

had a history of these programs" (p, 7 ),
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The future of educational accountability does not seem to be
clear at this time in terms of a single concept of accountability
that has become acceptable to most educators.

This lack of clarity

has not reduced the need for some form of educational accountability,
Saretsky (1973) said:
Four years ago, then Associate Commissioner of
Education Don Davies provoked us to inquire: What are
public schools accountable for? Four months ago, a suit
was filed in San Francisco Superior Court which provoked
us to inquire: What are public schools legally account
able for? Four days ago (March 9, 1973) lawyers and
education officials were provoked, at a Mayflower Hotel
conference in Washington, B.C., to inquire what avenues
of legal redress eire available to those injured when the
schools do not meet their responsibilities. They also
asked: What are the implications of such actions for
the future of public education?
The subject of the March conference was the Peter
Doe case, a suit which accuses various California and
San Francisco Unified School District education officers
and employees of negligence, misrepresentation, breach
of statutory duties, and constitutional deprivation of
the right to education, (p. 599)
Lawsuits such as the Peter Doe case force educational associa
tions such as the National Education Association and the Michigan
Education Association to make their positions on educational account
ability known.

The NEA and MEA have now adopted the following resolu

tion on accountability.

The position is as follows from Accountability

(1972):
The Association believes that educators can be
accountable only to the degree that they share respon
sibility in educational decision-making and to the
degree that other parties who share this responsibility
— legislators, other government officials, school boards,
parents, students, and taxpayers— are also held account
able, (p, 2)
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In the NSA, the executive secretary has indicated that the asso
ciation must he concerned about the quality of education and that each
state association must demonstrate a concern for the quality of
education in its state,

Herndon (197^) stated;

On the positive side, NEA believes that all states
should have standards or guidelines to give all concerned
a better reading on the quality of education. We are
working on such guidelines with the intention of helping
both laymen and teachers move ahead with enlightened,
feasible, fair and meaningful methods of evaluating educa
tion— a new and improved brand of "accountability,” One
of our most important suggestions will be that educational
goals and objectives should be developed cooperatively by
parents, teachers and students. Such cooperation will
provide the diversity In education required to meet the
needs of a diverse population, (p, 26 )
The future of educational accountability may be dependent on
many aspects of educational accountability that are agreeable to
educators as well as others.

The success of accountability may need

to appeal to each individual that will be affected by the accountability
system implemented.

Miller (1972) noted that in order for account

ability to be successful the following requirements would need to be met:
1 , The nature and extent of the accountability will
have to be clearly defined and realistically delineated,
2, The individual (or group) who is to be account
able for accomplishing a given task must have a sizeable
measure of control over the identification of the task,
the manner in which the task is to be undertaken, the
resources required, and the means and methods of evaluation,
3, In-service education will be an important initial
and ongoing part of implementing a successful system of
accountability,
4-, Instituting a system of accountability will
require establishing new relationships and taking on new
roles, (p. 615 )

Accountability systems have failed in the past as a result of
four basic reasons, stated Lopez (I970 ), and they are:
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1, Most accountability programs have been installed
in organizational settings that lack the necessary back
ground and organizational traditions to assimilate them,
2, The administrative procedures governing the
program have not been attuned to its purpose.
3, Accountability systems have not been designed to
gain acceptance by those who are covered by them nor by
those who have to implement them.
4, The measures of accountability so far developed
have not met even minimum standards of reliability and
relevancy, (p, 23l)
»
Accountability in the future may have an audit component similar
to fiscal audits which have assisted in the area of fiscal management.
These audits may be referred to as independent education accomplish
ment audits (IEAA),

Lessinger ( 1 9 ? 0 ) noted that the independent

education accomplishment audit may have six essential parts and they

1, The pre-auditI The auditor selected by the
school system starts the IEAA process by discussing
with the staff, students, and community the objectives
and plans of the particular program to be reviewed,
2, The translation:
In concert with local people,
the auditor determines what evidence will be used to
indicate whether the objectives have been met and decides
what methods will be used to gather the evidence,
3, Instrumentation:
Along with the translation,
the auditor, working with the LEA, determines the audit
instrument, such as tests, questionnaires, etc,
4, Review calendar: An agreement is secured in
writing which indicates the nature of the review, where
they will be held, how long they will take, when they
will occur, etc.
5» The audit process: This is a responsibility of
the auditor. In this phase, the auditor carries out the
procedures agreed upon in the pre-audit, translation, and
instrumentation phases as codified in the review calendar,
6 , The public report: The auditor files a report
at a public meeting giving commendations and recommenda
tions as they relate to the local objectives, (p. 222 )
If the future of accountability is to be successful it would seem
that a closer relationship between humanism and accountability will need

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

24

to exist.

Frymier (1973) raises the question:

Is marriage possible between humanism and account
ability?— implies a conflict between "humanism" as a
point of view and "accountability" as a process. The
conflict is certainly real. Humanism is a mode of thought
in which human interests predominate. Accountability
means that public schools must prove that students at
various levels meet some reasonable standard of achieve
ment, The debate which is currently raging about account
ability in its many forms is both essential and signifi
cant, Essential because It will help us all to probe the
assumptions behind the assumptions; to understand the
complexities and the nuances which are Involved,
Significant, because it presses us to the heart of the
educational matter; the purpose of education— what
schooling Is all about, (p. l)
Bringing accountability and the humanists together in the future
may be a large task.

It does seem that these two forces will need to

develop a closer working relationship of at least the persons holding
such views.

In a statement by Prlmach (1971) It was observed:

When someone states— and this the literature does
with broken-record repetitiveness— "We must humanize
education," my automatic response, silent fortunately,
because I do not have the courage of bad manners. Is,
"Of course my friend. Do you know anyone outside a
psyche ward who advocates the brutalization, the anlmalization, the barbarlzatlon of education?" He also goes
on to say that "Humanists must develop a more precise
scenario for the future," (p, 6 2 0 )
The future of educational accountability may follow the models
developed in California, Colorado, Florida, Maryland and Michigan,
Bennett (1974), of the San Diego Unified School District, said,
"Accountability is alive (if not entirely well) In California, and
teacher, and administrator evaluation is here,"

The Stull Act of

California seems to be the most comprehensive accountability legis
lation In the nation.

The law requires that competence of certifi

cated personnel be measured In part in terms of student performance.
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The evaluation prooess in each school district must include (a)
establishment of standards of expected student progress in each area
of study and methods for assessing that progressj (b) assessment of
personnel in relation to such standards of expected student progress;
(c)

assessment of personnel in their performance of other duties

adjunct to their regular assignment; and (d) assessment of their
effectiveness in maintaining control and preserving a suitable
learning environment.
In the State of Michigan educational accountability has been given
direction from the Department of Education,

The Superintendent of

Public Instruction has given a great deal of leadership in Michigan
toward educational accountability.

Porter (l9?l) suggested that

there were:
Several aspects of accountability we can expect in
the future which are currently being looked upon with
skepticism are:
1, Paying for results rather than promises,
2, Designing performance objectives to eval
uate the instmActional procedures,
3, Identifying each student's characteristics
and entrance level,
4, Specifying in advance desired outcomes of
individual student performance,
5, Testing the instructional seq[uences to see
if they achieve what they purport to achieve,
6 , Reordering Instructional strategies and
personnel based upon student needs, abilities,
interest and attitudes,
7, Involving the pax-ents of the community in
the educational process right in the classroom,
8 , Informing students, parents and taxpaying
citizens what we can and cannot do In a given
situation and why. (p. 3 2 )
Educational accountability of the future may bring about a new
meaning to the three R's,

Huber (1974) has observed that, "Recently,

three additions have been made to the three R's of education.

These
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new R ’s are responsibility, results, and rewards.

When these three

R's are combined, they equal accountability,"
Other changes In education may come about In the future as a
result of Implemented educational accountability systems,

Lessinger

(I9 70 ) says three Important changes will come about, and they are:
First, an accountability policy •will shift the
principle focus In the school system from input to out
put from teaching to learning. Second, a revised
education commitment for the nation. This revised
commitment may now become to be called the principle of
equity, of results. Third, the notion of better stand
ard practices— better standard practices In America's
schoolrooms. As you all know, without accountability
for results the spread of good practices and the adop
tion of better technology has moved at a snail's pace,
(P* 6)
The concept of accountability Is a powerful notion and could be
used In an Inappropriate way, such as attempting to hold someone
responsible for a process or result which are beyond the Individual's
control,

Lessinger (1970) in a humorous way illustrates the power of

accountability as follows:
Perhaps the fitting summary of the power of
accountability Is contained In the drastic action of a
Mexican mayor who was desperate for his people. After
a long, long drought, he wrote the following proclama
tion to the clergy to hold them accountable for results,
I quote this proclamation:
If within the period of eight days from
the date of this decree, rain does not fall
abundantly no one will go to mass or say
prayers. If the drought continues eight days
more, the churches and chapels will be burned
and the rosaries, missals, and other objects
of devotion will be destroyed. If finally In
a third period of eight days It shall not rain,
all the priests, friars, nuns and saints, male
and female, will be beheaded.
Fortunately for the clergy, divine providence
responded to this no nonsense approach by sending
torrential downpours within four days, (p. 1$)
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The background Information about educational accountabilty is
extensive,

Shane (1973) seems to have arrived at the point where many

have, when he noted, "What we really need now is a balanced blend of
accountability— one in which the community, the home, the child, and
the school together share responsibility for educational outcomes,"
Michigan Educational Accountability

The State of Michigan has been involved in a process of account
ability beginning with the assessment component since I969 . The legal
basis for the movement in Michigan came as a result of Public Act 307
of 1969 , Then Public Act 38 of 1970 expanded the assessment component
of the Michigan Accountability Model,

These two public acts became

the foundation on which the Six Step Model of Educational Account
ability was developed in the State of Michigan,

(See Appendix 0 for

Public Acts 307 and 38.)
Separate and apart from the legal basis for Michigan's account
ability system there were other needs and factors that brought
accountability to Michigan,

The State Superintendent of Public

Instruction, Porter (1971 ), said there are three basic needs that can
be met by educational accountability, and they are:
First, I believe that public education must guar
antee that nearly all of the young people— those
children in our elementary schools— will acquire com
petencies in the basic skills of reading, writing and
arithmetic, regardless of their socio-economic background.
Secondly, I believe that our public education,
particularly in the secondary schools must be programmed
in such a way that the students will feel their secondary
school experience is equipping them to be effective cit
izens in the adult society of the 21st Century,
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Third, I believe acceptable public education is
going to require that we educators be responsible for
seeking out, establishing and coordinating effective
programs of adult continuing education which meet the
needs of welfare mothers, the underemployed, the house
wives and the everyday workers what want some vocational
skills, (p, 31 )
The accountability movement began in Michigan with two basic
objectives.

The first was to develop a state wide assessment program

designed to improve decision making by collecting and publishing
information on the performance of students and schools.

The second

was to reduce school failure for educationally disadvantaged children
by means of performance incentives that granted extra school aid on
learning gains made by these children.

These two objectives soon

became highly challenged by educators in Michigan.

There was a fear

that other motives were behind the accountability movement.
In the late l960's the educational climate in Michigan was not
stable.

School costs were increasing along with taxes and confidence

in the public systems seemed low.
evidence of educational results,

Taxpayers were requesting hard
Murphy and Cohen (1974) stated;

A 1969 report of the Citizens Research Council of
Michigan (a creature of Michigan business interests)
reflected this point of view:
Most citizens of Michigan and other states
want quality education and are willing to
support effective educational programs. How
ever, increasingly they are aslcing for evidence
of progress in education as a result of
increasing expenditures, (p, 5 7 )
The State Board of Education seemed to be aware of the concern
about accountability in Michigan as early as fall of I9 6 8 , The
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folldwing dates seem to be important in the early development of
accountability in Michigani
September 11, I968 - State board directed staff to prepare
a summary and evaluation of existing testing programs
used by the various schools throughout the state in
elementary schools,
January 15» 19^9 - State board requested that the Superin
tendent of Public Instruction urge the school super
intendents to make the citizens aware of the
performance level of the elementary pupils and to
make sure that the news media are aware of the extent
of the testing in the K- 6 schools,
January 29, I969 - The board passed a motion instructing
the staff to prepare details for an assessment plan
with the view of possible legislation.

The board

received a report entitled, "The Assessment of
Educational Progress in Michigan,"
February 26, I969 - The Board received preliminary details
on a statewide assessment plan,

A motion was passed

to accept the report as a basis for possible legis
lation with an amendment that the first cycle be
completed in twelve months.
March 25» 19^9 - Board received a proposal for assessment
in Michigan,
April 2 3 » 1969 - The Board adopted a statewide assessment
proposal,

(For a more complete chronology see Appendix D)
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The chronology cited above seems to indicate the push for educa
tional accountability in the early stages for the State of Michigan
based on the direction given by the State Board of Education,

The

concept of accountability in Michigan was received with enthusiasm and
support from the State Superintendent of Public Instruction and the
State Board of Education,
There were opponents to the idea of accountability according to
House (1973)1
It also had its share of opponents— and resultant
political problems. The active political participants
included the department, the legislature, the governor's
office, the press, the schools, professional education
groups, parents and citizen groups, and Individuals, all
of whom exerted considerable Influence, both directly
and indirectly, on the program, (p. 48)
As a result of the early stages of development of accounliability
in Michigan a Six Step Model of Educational Accountability was developed.
The development and Implementation of this accountability model has
now received a great deal of emphasis by the State Superintendent of
Public Instruction,

Porter (19?4) said:

The result has been the development of a six-step
accountability model. We in Michigan believe it is the
best and most comprehensive model in the nation— one
that, with appropriate modifications, could be adapted
by other states. In fact, we deliberately use the term
"model" because we believe our accountability system
can be applied to education at all levels. We are
using It in our state education department, we are
urging intermediate and local districts to apply It to
their endeavors and we believe even an Individual
classroom teacher might use It,
Briefly, the six steps In the Michigan model are:
(1) the Identification of statewide goals, (2 ) the
development of measurable performance objectives to
meet those goals, (3 ) an assessment of student needs to
meet the objectives, (4) an analysis of instructional
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delivery systems, (5 ) evaluation of the delivery systems
and (6) recommendations for change and Improvement,
(p. 9 ) (See Appendix A for Six Step Accountability
Model.)
An accountability system may be helpful In assisting with the
Improvement of educational experiences for the learner, but the
model alone cannot bring about the desired outcome of educational
Improvement according to Mack (197^) «
There are essential prerequisites for the assump
tion of the responsibility Involved In accountability
and they are:
The first Is that a viable accountability
model be established.
The second and probably the "backbone" of
any accountability model, Is that there be
accessibility to data about discrepancies In
performance for every aspect of the educative
network— from administrator to teacher to
learner. Emphasis on achievement data seems
to provide the only basis for analysis of
evidence across a wide variety of evaluation
studies and are the only acceptable set of
measures now available.
The third prerequisite Is the assignment
of necessary power to control and change those
conditions responsible for any observed dis
crepancies in performance— cutting off funds
and available options, (p. 11)
The Issue of educational accountability has been the subject of
extensive discussion and debate throughout the State of Michigan,

In

an effort to remove some of the controversy about accountability In
Michigan, Governor William G, Mllllken requested the State Superin
tendent to conduct a state wide study of the meaning, purpose, and
methods of educational accountability In Michigan.
In the spring of I9 7 4 , Market Opinion Research from Detroit
conducted a study about educational accountability In Michigan.
The research Included I365 Michigan adults.

Two hundred of the
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participants were public school teachers,

A portion of the study

attempted to discover how well the state's six step model of account
ability was understood.

The portion of the study that dealt with the

six step accountability model indicated the following (Market Opinion
Research 1974):
1, The Department of Education has developed a
6 -Step Accountability Model, This defines educational
accountability in "systems" terms. Accountability Is
described as an ongoing process involving setting goals
at the local level, measuring how well the schools are
doing in achieving these goals, implementing change,
measuring its effect and setting new goals. Awareness
of this 6 -Step Accountability Model, by name, is very low
— only Wo among the general population. Awareness
reaches SW> among teachers.
2, When the concept of the 6 -Step Accountability
Model is presented, there is high agreement among the
general public, but less agreement from teachers that
local schools should be encouraged to implement such a
process,
3, It is important to realize that the meaning
given to "educational accountability" in the 6 -Step
Accountability Model, is not the meaning which urban, non
white and less educated citizens would choose. They would
prefer accountability to mean the guarantee that their
children would have the basic skills and be able to hold a
job upon graduation from high school. This important
difference in the desired meaning for "educational
accountability" is important to consider in further con
sideration of definition, communication and implementation
of the concept and the 6 -Step Model, The process in
itself has little relevance to the citizen with a specific
and basic performance goal.
4, If the 6 -Step Accountability Model is to attain
acceptance and adoption, a heavy communication job will be
required built upon a consensus meaning for "educational
accountability" which is relevant to all citizens. One
step in communicating such a meaning would be to develop
a one-sentence, quotable description of what accountability
is, (p. 6 0 )
Most of the professional educational associations of the State of
Michigan have taken official positions on educational accountability
in Michigan.

The Michigan Education Association and the Michigan
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Federation of Teachers along with The Michigan Forum of Educational
Organizations have taken positions on accountability that are not
supportive of a state-wide accountability system,

(See Appendix E

for the position paper of each of the organizations.)
It is recognized by a number of educators that the Michigan
accountability system has been one of the most discussed and debated
systems in the nation.

The MEA and NEA jointly provided the necessary

support to have a three-man panel evaluate the educational soundness
and utility of the Michigan Accountability Model, with a particular
focus on the assessment component.

The review team of House, Rivers,

and Stufflebeam (1974) in their report statedi
Our efforts were unified through a common view of
the importance of educational accountability. We
believe that accountability should be practiced at all
levels of education. We believe it should serve both
to improve and to prove the quality of education. We
believe that different conceptions of educational
accountability need to be tested under field conditions,
and that experimental efforts in accountability should
be critically examined prior to widespread implementa
tion. (p. 663 )
Each step of Michigan's 6 -Step Accountability Model was evaluated
by the panel.

There was an indepth review of the needs assessment

step of the accountability model.

This component was analyzed from

the standpoint of the value of the tests that had been used in the
testing of students in Michigan.

The first tests used in the assess

ment phase were norm-reference tests; by 1973 objective-reference tests
were used,

Michigan's compensatory education program was also evaluated

by the panel, b W y weaknesses in the opinion of this group existed.
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The panel made nine recommendations about the educational
accountability system developed by the State Department of Education
and the recommendations in essence are as follows, from A Staff
Response to the Report» An Assessment of the Michigan Accountability
System (1974):
1. That the Department modify the claim that the
selected objectives are minimal and represent a state
wide consensus.
2. That the Department abandon its plans to publish
a book of objectives for parents,
3. That the Department abandon its practice of
rewarding school districts for good test performance of
their disadvantaged students,
4. That the Department expand its activities in
implementing step 5 of the accountability model,
5. That the Department abandon every pupil testing
in the assessment program.
6 . That the Department validate its assessment
tests with minority children.
7. That the Department encourage development of
locally developed objectives,
8 . That the Department move assessment program to
matrix sampling (related to recommendation 5 above),
9. That the Department provide assistance and
encouragement to local educators in the implementation
of the accountability model, (p, 23 )
The State Department of Education agreed with six of the recom
mendations and disagreed with three of them.

The recommendations that

the Department agreed with were numbers 3, 4, 5, 7, 8 and 9.

The

recommendations the Department disagreed with were numbers 1, 2, and 6 .
After the review team completed their evaluation of the Michigan
accountability system and the Department of Education made its
response to the evaluation, Kearney, Donovan and Fisher (1974) acting
for the Michigan State Department of Education staff observed thati
The MSA/MSA panel and the department positions are
not far apart. The staff commends the National Education
Association for joining with the Michigan Education
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Association in financing the evaluation study. In effect,
the study has done more to focus attention and understand
ing on what is being attempted to improve the quality of
public education than could ever have been accomplished
by utilizing only department staff, (p. I9 )
House, Rivers, and Stufflebeam (1974) wrote a counter-response
to the State Department’s reaction to the panel's original evaluation
of the accountability system, and they said:
After weighing the evidence: we wrote a critical
report, ,/e believe it to be defensible from a pro
fessional standpoint and an accurate portrayal of the
problems in the Michigan program. We believe the
logic of our critique will withstand the test of time,
(p. 19 )
The State Superintendent of Public Instruction prepared ten
observations and four conclusions about the accountability system in
Michigan (See Appendix F), This information has been presented to the
State Board of Education for study and implementation.

Each conclu

sion has a series of proposals to bring about improved educational
accountability in Michigan,
Educational accountability in the State of Michigan has been
given high priority by the State Department of Education, the State
Board of Education, and the State Superintendent of Public Instruc
tion,

Porter (1972) noted:
We are going to move ahead in Michigan. We intend
to show that teachers, administrators, and the public
schools can be held accountable and can demonstrate
measurable results with 95^ of children and youth. To
the traditional "3 R ’s" we hope to add the "3 E ’s"—
efficiency, economy, and effectiveness, (p. 9 9 )
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Summary
In summary, a search for information related to the background of
accountability has been made with a particular emphasis on the early
development of accountability and the development of educational
accountability in the State of Michigan.
It was found that educational accountability does not have the
same meaning to all of the individuals that have contributed to the
literature on educational accountability.

Groups that have a special

interest in educational accountability such as the State Board of
Education, the Michigan Education Association and the general public
do not accept the same meaning of educational accountability.

The

literature does seem to support the notion that educational account
ability is important to many different groups, but that a single mean
ing for educational accountability has not been accepted by most
groups that have a special interest in educational accountability.
There seems to be a great deal that is not Icnown about educational
accountability.

Some areas of educational accountability that appear

to be areas where more and better understanding needs to be developed
are as follows;

(l) an acceptance of a common meaning and need for

educational accountability, (?.) the development and understanding of
an acceptable process for the implementation of educational account
ability, (3 ) the development of an acceptable accountability model.
This study may assist the process of educational accountability
in the State of Michigan by determining the level of implementation
of Michigan's Six Step Model of Educational Accountability and by
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determining problem areas related to Its Implementation.

An under

standing of the problem areas could assist In taking corrective action
so that the model could be fully Implemented.
The present study was carried out through the use of the BRIG
system and other sources of materials available through the Educational
Resource Center at Western Michigan University.

Much of the literature

has been recent and expressive of the contemporary and growing
concern about educational accountability.
Organization of the Dissertation

The purpose of Chapter I has been to state the problem and Its
background, the purpose, the need for the study, the limitations, the
review of literature, the definitions, the assumptions, and the areas
of Investigation,
Study,"

Contained in Chapter II Is the "Design of the

This chapter will describe the basic approach to the study,

the population and sample, instrumentation, data collection, and areas
of Investigation.
will be made.

In Chapter III the data presentation and analysis

Chapter IV will present a summary, the conclusions,

limitations and recommendations of the study.
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DESIGN OP THE STUDY
The purpose of this Investigation was to attempt to measure the
extent of implementation of the Michigan Six Step Educational Account
ability Model through the use of subjects (superintendents) from
randomly selected public school systems in the State of Michigan.
The purpose of this chapter is to present the design of the
study and the procedure used to implement it.
described in this chapter are:

The procedures used and

(1 ) selection of the population and

sample from which the data were to be secured,

(z)

the areas of

investigation which consist of a number of questions to be asked in
the study, (3 ) survey instrument which was used to collect the data,
(4) data collection, and (5) data analysis and summary.
Population and Sample
The purpose of this study was to determine the impact of the six
step educational accountability model developed by the Department of
Education on the 530 K-12 public school districts in the State of
Michigan,

The population for this study is based on the entire 530

K-12 public school districts in the State of Michigan,

This represents

all of the K-12 districts in the State of Michigan based on the Mich
igan Department of Education Bulletin //1012 (1974),

38
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A sample of school districts was determined by first assigning
each of the 530 K -1 2 school districts on an alphabetical list that
identified the school district and its size, a number from 1 to 530.
the number 1 was assigned to the first school district on the alpha
betical list and the number 530 was assigned to the last school
district.

A table of random numbers (Stilson, I9 66 ) was used to draw

the numbers for the sample of 102.

Numbers were drawn until each of

the school district size categories was completed.

There were thirty-

four school districts drawn for each of the categories of small,
medium and large school districts.

If a number was drawn and that

category was filled, then that number was discarded and the drawing
continued until each category was complete by having thirty-four
school districts selected for each category.

A total of 102 school

districts was drawn.
The small district size had an enrollment of 1499 students or
less.

The medium size school district had an enrollment from I5 OO to

3499 students.

The large size school district had an enrollment of

3500 or more.

The data in Table 1 show the population and school district
classification as well as the number and percent in each group.
In Appendix G there is a map of the State of Michigan which
identifies the 102 school districts which were randomly selected.

It

can be seen that the school districts selected for this study are
représentative of the school districts of the State of Michigan,
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TABLE 1.— MICHIGAN SCHOOL DISTRICTS BY SIZE
AND PERCENT SELECTED FOR THE STUDY SAMPLE

Districts

Total in
Michigan

Percent of
Total
Selected Total Selected

Total

Small
(1499-Less)

184

34

18.5

33.3

Medium
(1500 -3499 )

188

34

18.1

33.3

Large
(3500 -More

158

34

21.5

33.3

530

102

1 9 .2

1 00 ,0

TOTAL

Areas of Investigation
The main element of this study was to determine the level of
impact of the Six Step Educational Accountability Model developed by
the State Department of Education on the public K-12 school districts
of the State of Michigan,

Subjects to be usi:d for the determination

of the level of impact of the accountability model were superintendents
of the districts selected.
After an extensive review of literature, many discussions with
members of the State Department of Education, and the leadership
committee chairman of the Michigan Association of School Administrators
as well as the Executive Secretary of MASA, it was determined that the
impact of the six step model of accountability needed to be investi-

The primary areas of investigation are each of the six steps of
the accountability model.

The six steps of the accountability model
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(1 ) goal establishment, (2 ) development of performance objectives,

are:

(3) needs assessment, (4) analysis of delivery systems, (5) evaluation
and testing, and (6 ) recommendations (see Appendix A),
Each of the six steps were specifically investigated and they
became the bases of the survey*
The data gathered answered the following questions that were
asked about each of the six steps of the accountability model (see
survey. Appendix H)t
1,

Level of implementation by your district?

2,

In your opinion, where should you be?

3*

How much effort has been expended to implement this
step?

4,

Comment on the difference between your reaction to
"Level of implementation by your district" and "In
your opinion, where should your district be?"

5.

Who has been assigned to the task of implementing
this step in the model for your district?

6,

Have specific funds been allocated for the purpose
of implementing this step of the model?

7.

When do you intend to have this step in the model
fully implemented in your district?

8*

In your opinion, who do you perceive to have the
responsibility for implementing this step in the
model?

9,

Have you discussed this step of the model with your
Board of Education?

10,

Should this step be implemented on a district wide
basis or subject area basis?

11,

What problems have you experienced in implementing
this step in the accountability model?

12,

What problems do you expect in the future in reference
to implementing this step in the accountability model?
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Data Collection
The technique used to gather data in this study was a mail
survey.

Although there are some shortcomings associated with the use

of a mail survey that method of securing data was selected as the most
practical and economical way of collecting data from the selected
superintendents around the State of Michigan,
The Survey of Michigan's Six Step Model of Educational Accountability and cover letter (see Appendix H) were mailed to the sample of
102 randomly selected public school superintendents in the State of
Michigan,

A pre-addressed and stamped return envelope was also sent

with the survey for the convenience of the respondent.
Eleven days after the initial mailing, a follow-up letter was
sent to each selected superintendent (see Appendix l).

The intent of

the follow-up letter was to encourage those superintendents that had
not returned their surveys to do so, and to thank the respondents that
had already returned their surveys.
There was a total of 102 surveys sent to the selected superin
tendents.

After six weeks there were no more surveys received.

There

were 72 surveys returned, which was 7 0 *5^ of the initial mailing.
Survey Instrument

The Instrument used to determine the impact of the Six Step Model
of Educational Accountability in Michigan was developed after an
extensive review of literature and discussion with research staff
members of the Department of Education,

At the time this study began
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there were no instruments available to measure the impact of the
accountability in the State of Michigan,

At each stage of develop

ment, the instrument was critically reviewed by four Michigan public
school superintendents and their comments were Incorporated into the
format and item development.

Also, the Executive Secretary and

Leadership Committee of the Michigan Association of School Adminis
trators reviewed the instrument and suggested to proceed with the
instrument and study with their endorsement.
The accountability reaction survey (Appendix H) was designed to
elicit answers to the questions stated In the previous section of this
chapter entitled "Areas of Investigation,"

The first item of response

on the survey was the District Enrollment item.
"4th Friday" count taken in 1974.

It was based on the

The purpose for securing these

data was to help in determining the various sizes of districts in the
State of Michigan,

For the purpose of this investigation small dis

tricts were defined as those districts which had enrollments of 1499
students or less,

A medium size district was defined as one in which

there was an enrollment from i500 students to 3499,

Large size dis

tricts were defined as those whose enrollments were 3500 or larger.
The "Brief Instructions for the Survey" (Appendix H) presented
a brief review of Michigan's Six Step Model of Educational Account
ability, along with seven single sentence statements of direction for
completing the survey.
There were six parts to the survey.

Each part of the survey was

developed for one step of the six step accountability model.

The first

part of the survey was developed to secure data about the first step
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of the aocountahlllty model.

The following are the steps and parts

of the Michigan aoooimtahlllty model:
Step 1 - Common Goals
Step 2 - Performance Objectives
Step 3 - Needs Assessment
Step 4 - Delivery Systems Analysis
Step 5 - Evaluation and Testing
Step 6 - Recommendations for Improvement
Within each of the six parts of the survey there were twelve questions
asked.

The same twelve questions were asked In each of the six parts.

For example, the first part of the survey secured Information about
the first step of the accountability model,
Question 1 reads, "Level of Implementation by your district,"
rating of 1 to 5 was requested.

A

The rating of 1 Indicated "not

started" and the rating of 5 "implemented,"
Question 2 reads, "In your opinion, where should your district
be?

A rating of l to 5 was also requested, with 1 meaning "not

started" and the rating of 5 taken as "Implemented."
Question 3 reads, "How much effort has been expended to Imple
ment this step?

Here too a rating of 1 to 5 was requested.

The

rating of i was defined as "nothing" and the rating of 5 was defined
as "everything,"
Question 4 reads, "Comment on the difference between your
reaction to 'Level of implementation by your district' and ' In your
opinion, whore should your district be?'"
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Question 5 reads, "Who has been assigned to the task of imple
menting this step in the model for your district?"

The response to

this question was to be by position only; i.e*, superintendent,
assistant superintendent, etc., or "none" if no person in the district
had been assigned the task.
Question 6 reads, "Have specific funds been allocated for the
purpose of implementing this step of the model?"

The response to

this question was to be "yes" or "no."
Question 7 reads, "When do you intend to have this step in the
model fully implemented in your district?"

The response to this

question was a "fill-in" response (1 9 _) or "never."
Question 8 reads, "In your opinion, who do you perceive to have
the responsibility for implementing this step in the model?"

The

response choices were local district, local teachers' association,
intermediate district or the State Department.
Question 9 reads, "Have you discussed this step of the model with
your Board of Education?"

The response choices were "yes" or "no."

Question 10 reads, "Should this step be implemented on a district
wide basis or subject area basis; i.e., social science, math, etc.?"
The response choices were "district wide," "subject area," or "both,"
Question 11 reads, "What problems have you experienced in imple
menting this step in the accountability model?"
Question 12 reads, "Ifhat problems do you expect in the future in
reference to implomenting this step in the accountability model?"
It seemed important to modify the questions a number of times
during the development stage in order to increase the possibility of
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gathering the most reliable data.

During this stage frequent meetings

were held with the committee members in order to review and polish the
questions which were ultimately to be used in the survey.

Committee

members' criticisms and suggestions were taken into account in the
final development of the questions to be used.
Data Analysis

The questionnaires that were sent to the superintendents selected
for this study included a response item that requested the enrollment
in each district as of the most recent official student count day.
Information collected from this item became the basis on which three
groups were developed for this study.

Group I consisted of those

surveys which had an enrollment of 1499 or less, this was the "small"
size school district.

Group II consisted of those surveys which had

an enrollment of 150 O to 3499, this was the "medium" size school
district.

Group III consisted of those surveys which had an enroll

ment of 3500 or more, this was the "large" size school district.
Surveys were mailed to 102 randomly selected superintendents
from a population of 530 superintendents of K-12 districts in the
State of Michigan,
There were 72 surveys returned from the initial 102 surveys
mailed.

The percent returned was ?0,5^,

A major objective of this study was to analyze the data collected
to determine the level of impact of the six step educational account
ability model developed by the State Department of Education and used
In public school districts in the State of Michigan,
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Items 1-3 were statistically analyzed by step, district size,
and item, using the 3-way analysis of variance test as described by
Kerlinger (l973) to determine the significant mean differences between
the group responses.

Items 4-12 are presented descriptively by step.

The analysis will be discussed in more detail in Chapter III,
Summary

Chapter II described the design of the study.

The population and

sample, areas of investigation, survey instrument, data collection,
and data analysis were discussed briefly in this chapter.
The study was designed to secure information from 102 randomly
selected public school K-12 superintendents in an attempt to determine
the level of impact of the Six Step Education Accountability Model
developed by the State Department of Education and used in the public
schools of the State of Michigan,
In order to facilitate the collection of data necessary in this
study, a mail questionnaire was sent to each of the 102 potential
respondents.

Every precaution was taken to develop an instrument which

was both comprehensive in scope and understandable to the respondents.
Efforts to encourage responses from the superintendents involved in this
study included a cover letter, return postage paid envelope, and a
follow-up letter.
The findings of this study are presented in Chapter III, which
contains the data presentation and the analysis of results.
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CHAPTER III
DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF RESULTS
The purpose of this chapter was to provide results of the Survey
of Michigan’s Six Step Model of Educational Accountability,
The survey instrument was divided into six sections, one for
each of the steps in the model.

Each division was developed to

collect data about one step of the six step accountability model.

The

format of each part of the survey was the same as the other parts.
Each portion of the survey was made up of the same twelve questions.
This made it possible to collect information about each of the six
steps of the accountability model.
The survey was sent to 102 K-12 public school districts that
were randomly selected from the 530 K-12 public school districts in
the State of Michigan,

There were 34 small size school districts

(1499-less student enrollment) selected and sent the survey.

There

were 34 medium size school districts (1500-3499 student enrollment)
selected and sent the survey, and there were 34 large size school dis
tricts (3500 -more student enrollment) that met the population criterion
of selection.
Descriptive information related to the sample used in the study
will be presented in the next section of this chapter,

A later section

will report the results of the reactions to the survey items which
were related to each of the six steps of the accountability model.
Another portion presents the statistical analysis of the data.

The

final division is the summary,
48
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Description of the Sample
In the data analysis which follows, the sample was grouped in
the following manner:

Small - K-12 districts were defined as those

with an enrollment of 1499 students or less; Medium - K-12 districts
with an enrollment from I50 O to 3499 students; and Large - K-12 dis
tricts with an enrollment of 3500 or more students.
The population and sample used in this study are presented in
Table 2 utilizing:

(1) classification of K-12 districts; (2) number

and percent of K-12 districts; (3 ) sample number; (4) percent of total
population; and (5) percent of total sample.

Table 2 shows that 1 9 .2^

of all of the K-12 school districts in the State of Michigan were
randomly selected to be included in this investigation, with y^fo of
those districts selected coming from small, medium and large size
school districts.

TABLE 2,— POPULATION AND SAMPLE
Number in Sample 102
Classification
of K-12 Districts

Number of
K-12 Districts
No.

Sample
Number

Percent of
Population

Percent of
Sample

Small
(1499 -Less)

184

3 4 .7

34

18.4

3 3 .3

Medium
(1500 -3499 )

188

3 5 .5

34

1 8 .0

3 3 .3

Large
(3500-More)

158

2 9 .8

34

2 1 .5

33.3

TOTAL

530

100.0

102

1 9 .2

100.0
(Rounded)
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An analysis of the number and percent of school districts respond
ing in the survey are presented In Table 3,

These results show that

the over-all response rate to the questionnaire was 70,^.

The highest

rate was from medium size districts and the lowest from large districts.
TABLE 3.— SAMPLE SCHOOL DISTRICTS RESPONDING
AS PERCENT OF TOTAL BY SIZE AND TOTAL
Number in Sample 102

Classification
of K-12 Districts

Percent
Respondents of Sample
Returned

Sample

Percent
of Total
Returned

Percent
of Total
Sample

Small
(1499-Less)

34

23

6 7 ,6

3 1 .9

2 2 .5

Medium
(1500 -3499 )

34

31

9 1.1

4 3 .1

3 0 .4

Large
(3500 -More)

34

18

5 2 .9

2 5 .0

1 7 .6

72

7 0 ,5

1 00 .0

7 0 ,5

TOTAL

102

I

All of the rates are generally satisfactory for studies of this type,
even though a higher rate than 5 2 .9^ would have been preferred from
the larger districts.
Presentation of Results
The presentation of data in this section has been arranged
separately for each step of the six step state accountability model.
There were twelve items which related to each of the six steps of the
model.

Items one through three were analyzed statistically for each

step and will be presented after the descriptive data.

Items four
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through twelve are only presented descriptively.

The format of the

data presentation is the same for each of the six steps of the
accountability model.
The following pages present these data in several modes.

The

results of items one through three are presented for each step in two
sections.
(1)

The first is by a breakdown for each item and includes:

size of school districtj (2) number of respondents; (3) percent

of respondents; (4) mean response by item.

The mean responses from

items 1-3 were compared for each step of the accountability model and
by size of district.

A three-way analysis of variance was used for

this comparison.
The second section presents the results of items 1-3 by district
size, number of respondents, and percentages of all responses to that
item on a scale of 1 to 5 »
The results of items four through twelve are presented in a
descriptive manner with a breakdown for each item by:

(1) size of

school district; (2) number of respondents; (3) number of responses;
and (4) percent of responses.
Step 1— Gommon Goals

The responses in this section were to items related to Step 1
(Gomroon Goals) of the accountability model.

The definition of the

"Gommon Goals" is from the State Department of Education's Position
Statement on Educational Accountability, "The State Board of Education
has articulated certain goals for children.

These are spelled out in

general terms in the 'Gommon Goals of Michigan Education,'

Each local
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district is asked to develop their

sic

own modification of these

goals" (p. 7 ).
The results of the Gommon Goals item 1 is presented in Table 4
and reveals the level of Implementation in the districts surveyed.
The information is presented by district size, number, percent of
respondents, and mean responses.

The responses were scored from 1 to 5

with higher scores representing greater degree of implementation and
lower scores representing a lower level of implementation.

This table

TABLE 4,— COMMON GOALS ITEM li LEVEL OF
IMPLEMENTATION BY YOUR DISTRICT

District

Small
Medium
Large

Number

Percent of
Respondents

Response

6 7 ,6
91.1
5 2 .9

2.87
3.38

23
31
18

2 .4 7

shows that as the school district size increased from small to large
so do the mean response increase.

These data suggest that superin

tendents of large school districts responding to this survey report
that they are further along in implementing this step than the medium
or small size districts,
A more detailed examination of responses to item 1 is presented
in Table 5 by:

(1) district size, and (2) number and percent of

responses to the scale.

These data show that Z2% of the school districts

have implemented the first step of the accountability model and 22^
have not started to implement this step.

The remainder were distributed

generally between these two extremes.
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TABLE 5.— GOMMON GOALS ITEM 1 BY NUMBER
AND PERCENT OP RESPONSES TO THE SCALE

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses to the Scale
(Not Started)
(Implemented)
1
2
5
3
No,
No,
No.
i
fo
No,, %

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

6
8
2

26
26
11

35
16

k

17

2

9

5

8

26

2

8

11

7

39

3
1

10
6

6

13
23
33

TOTAL

72

16

22

15

21

19

26

6

8

16

22

3
7

The Common Goals Item 2 analysis is found in Table 6 in which
respondents were asked to indicate where their districts should be in
the Implementation of common goals.

The information was presented by

district size, number, percent of respondents, and mean responses.
The mean responses show that as a group these districts agree that
they should be further along toward implementation than they are.

The

information indicates that large district respondents thought they
should be further along in the implementation of this step than medium
or small district respondents.

TABLE 6,— COMMON GOALS ITEM 2i IN YOUR
OPINION, WHERE SHOULD YOUR DISTRICT BE?
District

Small
Medium
Large

Number

Percent of
Respondents

Mean
Response

23
31

6 7 ,6
9 1 .1
5 2 ,9

3.35
4,00

18

3 .0 0
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A more extensive presentation of responses to Item 2 is provided
in Table 7 using:

(l) district size, and (2) number and percent of

responses to the scale,

A comparison between the three groups of

school districts Indicated that 3^ of the school district superin
tendents thought that Step 1 of the accountability model should be
implemented, and 15^ did not expect to implement this step.

The

remainder were generally distributed between these two extremes.

TABTG 7.— GOMMON GOALS ITEM 2 BY NUMBER
AND PERCENT OF RESPONSES TO THE SCALE

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses to the Scale
(Not Started)
(Implemented)
4
1
2
3
5
%
fo
No,
No,
%
No.
No,
No,
fo
%

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

4
6
1

17
19
6

4
2
0

17
6
-

7
10
6

31
32
33

4
1
2

17
3
11

4
12
9

17
39
50

TOTAL

72

11

15

6

8

23

32

7

10

#

35

In Table 8 the data provide an analysis of item 3 in which the
question was asked:
step?

How much effort has been expended to implement this

The information is presented by district size, number, percent

of respondents, and mean responses.

The mean responses show that as

a group these districts agree that some effort had been expended to
implement this step of the model.

This table shows that as a group te

districts are expending effort that is roughly equivalent to their
level of implementation.

The data also indicate that large district

respondents thought they had expended more effort than medium or small
district respondents.
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TABLE' 8,— COMMON GOALS ITEM 3« HOW MUCH EFFORT
HAS BEEN EXPENDED TO IMPLEMENT THIS STEP?

District

Sirall
Medium
Large

Number

23
31

18

Percent of
Respondents

Response

6 7 .6
9 1.1
5 2 .9

3.11

2 ,2 1
3 .0 9

The reported amount of effort expended to Implement the common
is presented In Table 9 in more detail by:
(2 )

(1) district size and

number and percent of responses to the scale.

Comparisons

between the tliree groups of school districts show that 1^

of the

school districts had expended every effort to implement Step 1 of the
accountability model and 24$^ had expended no effort.

The remainder were

generally distributed between those two extremes.
TABLE 9 .— COMMON GOALS ITEM 3 BY NUMBER
AND PERCENT OF RESPONSES TO THE SCAIE

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses to the Scale
(Nothingj
verything)
1
4
2
3
No.
i
No.
%
No.

Small
Medium
Large

18

7
7
3

31
23
17

4
2

TOTAL

72

17

24

12

23
31

6

26
13

8

2

11

5
7

35
16
39

9
2

9
29
11

0
6
4

22

17

20

28

13

18

10

14

In Table 10 the responses are presented to the question:

19

Comment

on the difference between your reaction to "Level of implementation by
your district" and "In your opinion, where should your district be?"
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Respondent answers were tallied in two categories.

The first is "no

difference" when the respondent indicated that there was no difference
"between items 1 and 2,

The responde./-'s answer was tallied under

"other" if there was a difference between the responses to items 1 and
2.

The results show that more than two-thirds {6Qfo) of the respondents
TABLE 10.— GOMMON GOALS ITEM 4: COMMENT ON THE
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN YOUR REACTION TO "LEVEL OF
IMPLEMENTATION BY YOUR DISTRICT" AND "IN YOUR
OPINION, WHERE SHOULD YOUR DISTRICT BE?"

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
No. Difference
Other
No,
%
No,
%

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

18
19
12

78
61
66

5
12
6

22
39
34

TOTAL

72

49

68

23

32

thought that there was no difference between the district's level of
implementation and where they perceived the district should be in
implementing Step 1 of the accountability model.
The responses to:

Who has been assigned to the task of implement

ing this step of the model for your district? are presented in Table 11,
Respondent answers were tallied into five categories.

The categories

were superintendent, assistant superintendent, principal, teacher, and
none.

The results show that more than one-fourth {2Qfo ) of the respond

ents had not assigned anyone to the task of implementing Step 1 of the
accountability model and that the medium and large districts had
generally assigned superintendents and assistant superintendents, and
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small schools had generally assigned principals to the task of
implementing this step of the accountahility model.
TABLE 11.-COMMON GOALS ITEM 5i WHO HAS BEEN
ASSIGNED TO THE TASK OP IMPLEMENTING THIS
STEP OF THE MODEL FOR YOUR DISTRICT?

District

Number and Percent of Responses
Superin Asst,Super
intendent Principal Teacher
None
tendent
No.
No.
No.
^ No., fo
No.
%
%
%

Number

_

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

7
5
4

30
l6
22

0
9
11

61

7
6
1

30
19
5

2
0
0

10 7
- 11
- 2

30
35
11

TOTAL

72

16

22

20

28

14

19

2

3 20

28

29

In Table 12 the data provide an analysis of item 6 in which the
question was asked:

Have specific funds been allocated for the purpose

of implementing this step of the model?
tallied yes and no.

Respondent answers were

The results show that almost all (90^) of the

districts had not allocated any specific funds for the purpose of
implementing this step of the accountability model,

TABLE 12,— COMMON GOALS ITEM 6: HAVE SPECIFIC
FUNDS BEEN ALLOCATED FOR THE PURPOSE OF
IMPLEMENTING THIS STEP OF THE MODEL?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Yes
No
No,
f
No.

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

0
1
6

4
33

23
30
12

100
96
66

TOTAL

72

7

10

65

90
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The Common Goals item 7 analysis is found in Table 13 in which
respondents were asked to indicate their response to:

When do you

intend to have this step of the model fully implemented in your district?
Respondent answers were tallied into five categories.
I9 7 5 » 1976 , I977 or later, and never.
one-half of the districts

They were 197^»

The results show that almost

never intend to fully implement this

step of the accountability model and that most of the other districts
intend to implement this step of the model by I977 or lateré
TABLE 13 ,— COMMON GOALS ITEM 7: WHEN DO YOU
INTEND TO HAVE THIS STEP OF THE MODEL
FULLY IMPLEMENTED IN YOUR DISTRICT?

District

1974

Number

No,

Number and Percent of Responses
I 976
Never
1977 +
I975
No . %
No . i
No . %
No.
i

Small
Medium
Large

1

4

8

22

22

3

16

7
7
2

2

2

17
6

30

4
4

13

18

11

3
3

9
16

TOTAL

72

9

13

9

13

16

22

8

11

23
31

4

9
15

48

6

33

30

In Table 14 the responses are presented to the question:

39

42

In your

opinion who do you perceive to have the responsibility for implementing
this step of the model?

Respondent answers were tallied into four

categories, local district, local teachers' association, Intermediate
School District (ISD), and State Department of Education (SDE),

The

results show that just under ninety percent (89^) of the respondents
thought that it was the responsibility of the local school district to
implement this step of the accountability model.
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TABLE 14,— GOMMON GOALS ITEM 8i IN YOUR OPINION,
WHO DO YOU PERCEIVE TO HAVE THE RESPONSIBILITY
FOR IMPLEMENTING THIS STEP OF THE MODEL?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Local Teachers'
Local
ISD
SDE
District
Association
No,
No,
No,. %
% No,
fo

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

19
27
18

82
87
100

2
1
0

9
3
-

1
0
0

4
-

1
3
0

4
9

TOTAL

72

64

89

3

4

1

1

4

6

The responses toi

Have you discussed this step of the model

with your Board of Education? are presented in Table 15.

The results

show that as a group 78^ of the respondents had discussed this issue
with their Boards,

with more of the large districts indicating a

positive response than the other two sizes.
TABLE 15.— COMMON GOALS ITEM 9: HAVE YOU
DISCUSSED THIS STEP OF THE MODEL WITH
YOUR BOARD OF EDUCATION?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Yes
No
No,
%
No.
i

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

l6
23
17

70
74
94

7
8
1

26

TOTAL

72

56

78

16

22

30
6

The Common Goals item 10 analysis is found in Table l6 in which
respondents were asked:

Should this step be implemented on a district

wide basis or subject area basis (i.e., social science, math, etc,)?
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The réspondent answers were tallied into three categoriesi
wide, subject area, and both.
{k2fo)

district

The results show that almost one-half

of the respondents thought that this step of the accountability

model should be implemented both on a district wide and subject area

TABLE 16,— GOMMON GOALS ITEM lOi SHOULD THIS STEP
BE IMPLEMENTED ON A DISTRICT WIDE BASIS OR
SUBJECT AREA BASIS?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
District Wide Subject Area
Both
No,
^
No,
No,
fo
fo

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

7
16
6

30
52
33

7
6
0

30
19
-

9
9
12

39
29
M

TOTAL

72

29

40

13

18

30

42

The respondents were asked to respond toi

Ifhat problems have you

experienced in implementing this step of the accountability model?
Table 17 presents the responses to that question.

The respondent

answers were tallied into two categories, problems and no problems.
Some of the problems mentioned by the respondents included staff
resistance ( 2 l % ) , lack of priority (16^), and lack of time available
(21^),

The results show a total of 5 ^ of the respondents have experi

enced some problems in implementing this step of the accountability
model.
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TABLE 17.-COMMON GOALS ITEM 11» WHAT PROBLEMS
HAVE YOU EXPERIENCED IN IMPLEMENTING THIS STEP
OP THE ACCOUNTABILITY MODEL?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Problems
No Problems
No
No,
%
%

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

13
20
9

57
65
50

10
11
9

43
35
50

TOTAL

72

42

58

30

42

In Table 18 the responses are presented to the question»

What

problems do you expect in the future in reference to implementing this
step of the accountability model?
into two categories»

The respondent answers were tallied

problems and no problems.

Some of the problems

mentioned by the respondents include staff resistance (29 ^), lack of
priority (1?^), and lack of time available (7^) for an over-all total
of 5 % ,.
TABLE 18.— COMMON GOALS ITEM 12» WHAT PROBLEMS DO YOU
EXPECT IN THE FUTURE'IN REFERENCE TO IMPLEMENTING
THIS STEP IN THE ACCOUNTABILITY MODEL?

District

Small
Medium
Large
TOTAL

Number

23
31
18

Number and Percent of Responses
Problems
No Problems
No.
No.
%
13
15
10

57
48
56

10
16
8

43
52
44

38

53

34

47
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The results reveal that more than one-half (53^) of the respondents
expect some problems In the future in implementing this step of the
accountability model.
Information collected and related to the performance objectives
step of the accountability model will be presented in the following
section.
Step 2— Performance Objectives
The responses in this section were to items related to the per
formance objectives step of the accountability model.

The definition

of the "Performance Objectives" is from the State Department of Educa
tion's Position Statement on Educational Accountability!
There is consensus by definition that performance
objectives are certain things assumed that children
ought to know at various stages in their development.
This information must now be translated into perform
ance measures, Vrhile much work remains to be done, the
performance objectives fall naturally into skill areas
and attitude-aspiration areas which are, psychologically
speaking, in the cognitive domain, the psychomotor
domain or the affective domain, (p. 7)
The results of the Performance Objectives item 1 are presented in
Table I9 and show the level of implementation in the district surveyed.
The information is presented by district size, number, percent of
respondents, and mean responses.

This table shows that as the school

district size increased from small to large so did the mean response
increase.

The data indicate that large school districts responding to

this survey reported that they were further along in implementing
this step than the medium or small size districts.
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TABLE 1 9 ,— PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES ITEM li
LEVEL OF IMPLEMENTATION BY YOUR DISTRICT

District

Small
Medium
Large

Number

Percent of
Respondents

Response

23
31

6 7 ,6
91.1
5 2 .9

2 .6 7
2 .7 2

18

2.39

A more detailed presentation of responses to item 1 is presented
in Table 20 by:

(l) district size, and (2 ) number and percent of

responses to the scale.

These data show that

of the districts

have implemented the second step of the accountability model and 21^
have not started to implement this step.

The remainder were distributed

generally between these two extremes.

TABLE 20.— PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES ITEM 1 BY NUMBER
AND PERCENT OF RESPONSES TO THE SCALE

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses to the Scale
(Not Started)
(implemented)
1
4
2
3
5
No,, ^
No,
No,. fo No.
f
No.
f
26
26

Small
Medium
Large

18

6
6
3

26
19
17

6
8
4

22

8
10
7

39

2
4
3

13
17

1
3
1

4
10
6

TOTAL

72

15

21

18

25

25

35

9

13

5

7

23
31

35
32

9

The Performance Objectives item 2 analysis is presented in Table
21.

The respondents were asked:

district be?

In your opinion, where should your

The information is presented by district size, number,

percent of respondents, and mean responses.

The mean responses show
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that as a group the respondents agree that the districts should he
further along toward Implementation of this step than they were.

This

information indicates that medium district respondents thought they
should he further along in the implementation of this step than small
or large district :
TABLE 21,— PERPORMANGE OBJECTIVES ITEM 2i
IN YOUR OPINION, WHERE SHOULD YOUR
DISTRICT BE?

District

Small
Medium
Large

Percent of
Respondents

Number

6 7*6

23
31
18

Response

91.1

2 .8 6
3 .2 3

5 2.9

3.05

A more detailed presentation of responses to item 2 is presented
in Tahle 22 hyi

(1) district size, and (2) number and percent of

responses to the scale,

A comparison between the three groups of

school districts indicated that as a group they have started to imple
ment this step of the model.

The data show that 1[^ of the district

TABLE 22,— PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES ITEM 2 BY NUMBER
AND PERCENT OF RESPONSES TO THE SCALE

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses to the Scale
(Not Started)
(implemented)
1
2
4
5
3
No,
^
No.
i
No.
^
No,
fo
No.. ^

.

Small
Medium
Large

23

5

22

31
18

2
3

6
17

2
5
1

16
6

TOTAL

72

10

14

8

11

9

10
10

43

3

13

7

32
39

9
6

29
33

3
5
1

13
16
6

27

38

18

25

9

13
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respondents thought that this step should have been implemented and
of the respondents thought that the districts should not have been
started in the implementation of this step of the model. The remainder
were generally distributed between these two extremes.
In Table 23 the data provide an analysis of item 3 in which the
respondents were askedi
this step?

How much effort has been expended to implement

The information is presented by district size, number,

percent of respondents, and mean responses.

The mean responses show

that as a group the respondents agree some effort has been expended to

TABLE 23,— PERPORMANGE OBJECTIVES ITEM 3«
HOW MUCH EFFORT HAS BEEN EXPENDED TO
IMPLEMENT THIS STEP?

District

Small
Medium
Large

Number

Percent of
Respondents

Mean
Response

23
31

6 7 ,6
9 1 .1
5 2 ,9

2 ,9 3
3 ,1 6

1.8

implement this step of the accountability model.

2,39

This table shows that

as the school district size increased from small to large so did the
mean increase.

This information indicates that large district

respondents thought they had expended more effort than medium or small
district respondents.
The reported amount of effort to implement the performance
objectives is presented in Table Zk in more detail byi

(l) district

size, and (2) number and percent of respondents to the scale.

Compar

isons between the three groups of school districts indicate that as a
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TABLE 24,— PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES ITEM 3 BY NUMBER
AND PERCENT OF RESPONSES TO THE SCALE

District

Number

Small
Medium
Large
TOTAL

Number and Percent of Responses to the Scale
(Nothing)
(Everything)
2
1
4
5
3
No,, ^
No.. fo
No.
'fo
No,
%
No.
fo

13
17

3
8
0

13
26

18

8
4
3

72

15

21

11

15

23
31

35

-

8
8
8

3
8
5

28

1
3
2

4
10
11

16

22

6

8

35
26

4'+

13
26

group they thought that some effort had been expended to implement this
step of the model.

These data show that 8^ had expended every effort

to implement Step 2 of the accountability model and 21^ had expended
no effort to implement this step.

The remainder were generally dis

tributed between these two extremes.
The respondents were asked toi

Comment on the differences

between your reaction to "Level of implementation by your district"
and "In your opinion, where should your district be?"
presented in Table 25.
gories,

These data are

Respondent answers were tallied in two cate

The first was "no difference" when the respondent indicated

that there was no difference between items 1 and 2,

The respondent

answers were tallied under "other" if there was a difference between
the responses to items 1 and 2,

The results show that almost two-

thirds (62^) of the respondents thought that there was no difference
between the district's level of implementation and where they perceived
the district should be in implementing Step 2 of the accountability
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TABLE 25 .— PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES ITEM 4i COMMENT ON
THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN YOUR REACTION TO "LEVEL OF
IMPLEMENTATION BY YOUR DISTRICT" AND "IN YOUR
OPINION, WHERE SHOULD YOUR DISTRICT BE?"

District

Number and Percent of Responses
No Difference
Other
No,
No,
i

Number

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

15
17
13

65

8
14
5

34
45

72

TOTAL

72

45

62

27

38

55

The respondents were asked to respond toi

28

Who has been assigned

to the task of implementing this step of the model for your district?
This information is presented in Table 26,
tallied in five categories.

Respondent answers were

The categories were superintendent,

assistant superintendent, principal, teacher and none.

The results

TABLE 26,— PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES ITEM 5« WHO HAS
BEEN ASSIGNED TO THE TASK OF IMPLEMENTING THIS
STEP OF THE MODEL FOR YOUR DISTRICT?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Superin Asst,Super
tendent
intendent Principal Teacher
None
No,
No,
No,
No,
%
%
%
% No,

Small
Medium
Large

23
31

2
5

1
7

4

9

13

3

4
2
0

6
-

7
4
I

30
13

5

23
72

13

1

36
42
17

17

16

18

TOTAL

72

8

11

21

19

25

35

6

8

12

17

9

6

show that 17^0 of the respondents had not assigned anyone to the task
of implementing Step 2 of the accountability model, and the remaining
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districts had generally assigned assistant superintendents and princi
pals to the task of implementing this step of the model.
Performance Objectives item 6 asked:

Have specific funds been

allocated for the purpose of implementing this step of the model?
responses to item 6 are presented in Table 27.
were tallied, yes and no.

The

Respondent answers

The results show that more than three-

fourths (79^) of the districts had not allocated any specific funds for
the purpose of implementing this step of the accountability model.

TABLE 27.— PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES ITEM 6: HAVE
SPECIFIC FUNDS BEEN ALLOCATED FOR THE PURPOSE
OF IMPLEMENTING THIS STEP OF THE MODEL?

District

Num.hmr

Number and Percent of Responses
Yes
No.
i

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

2
6
7

9
19
39

21
25
11

91 .
81
61

TOTAL

72

15

21

57

79

In Table 28 responses to Performance Objectives item 7 are pre
sented.

The question was asked:

When do you intend to have this

step of the model fully implemented in your district?

Respondent

answers were tallied into five categories, 197 ^1', 197 5 » 1976 , 1977 or
later, and never.

The results show that 32^ of the districts never

intend to fully implement this step of the accountability model and
that the other districts intend to or will have implemented this step
of the model by 1977 *
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TABLE 28.~PERP0RMANaE OBJECTIVES ITEM
WHEN DO
YOU INTEND TO HAVE THIS STEP OP THE MODEL
FULLY IMPLEMENTED IN YOUR DISTRICT?

District

Number

197^
No

fo

Number and Percent of Responses
1977 +
Never
1976
1975
No.
fo
No.
fo
No
No
fo
%

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

1
0
2

4

3

13

8

11

8
1

26
6

5
4

TOTAL

72

3

4

12

17

17

35
16

6
6

22

5

26
19
28

5
12
6

#
33

24

17

24

23

#

22

The Performance Objectives item 8 analysis is found in Table 29
in which respondents were asked to indicate their responses to:

In

your opinion, who do you perceive to have the responsibility for
Implementing this step of the model?

Respondent answers were tallied

into four categories, local district, local teachers' association,
Intermediate School District (ISD), and State Department of Education
(SDE).

The results show that 90^ of the respondents thought that it

TABLE 29.— PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES ITEM 8: IN YOUR OPINION,
WHO DO YOU PERCEIVE TO HAVE THE RESPONSIBILITY
FOR IMPLEMENTING THIS STEP OF THE MODEL?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Local Teachers'
Local
ISD
SDE
District Association
No,r
No,
?0 No,
No.
%
%

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

18

TOTAL

72

65

19
28

4
3
-

1
0
0

4

90
100

1
1
0

90

2

3

1

83

fo

6

-

2
2
0

1

4

6

9
-
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was the responsibility of the local school district to implement this
step of the accountability model.
The responses to item 9s

Have you discussed this step of the

model with your Board of Education? are presented in Table 30.
pondent answers were tallied into two categories, yes and no.

Res
The

results show that almost three-fourths (?1^) of the respondents had
discussed this step of the model with their Board of Education.

TABLE 30.— PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES ITEM 9i HAVE
YOU DISCUSSED THIS STEP OF THE MODEL
WITH YOUR BOARD OF EDUCATION?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Yes
No
No,
%
No.
%

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

16

70

19
16

61
89

7
12
2

30
39
11

TOTAL

72

51

71

21

29

The Performance Objectives item 10 analysis is found in Table 31
in which respondents were asked:

Should this step be implemented on

a district wide basis or subject area basis (i.e., social science,
math, etc.)?

The respondent answers were tallied into three categories:

district wide, subject area, and both.

The results show that almost

one-half (44^) of the respondents thought that this step of the
accountability model should be implemented on a subject area basis and
almost one-half (44^) thought the step should be implemented on both
a district wide and subject area basis.
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TABLE 31.— pe rformance OBJECTIVES ITEM 10i SHOULD
THIS STEP BE IMPLEMENTED ON A DISTRICT WIDE
BASIS OR SUBJECT AREA BASIS?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
District Wide Subject Area
Both
No.
^
No,
%

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

1
7
0

4
23
-

14
13
5

61
42
28

8
11
13

35
35
72

TOTAL

72

8

11

32

44

32

4!t

In Table 32 responses are presented to the questioni

What prob

lems have you experienced in implementing this step of the account
ability model?

The respondent answers were tallied into two

categories, problems and no problems.

Some of the problems mentioned

by the respondents included staff resistance (3^)» lack of priority
(1 2 ^ ),

and lack of time available (2^),

The results show that

almost three-fourths ( ? 2 ^ ) o f the respondents have experienced some
problems in implementing this step of the accountability model.
TABLE 32,— PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES ITEM 111 WHAT
PROBLEMS HAVE YOU EXPERIENCED IN IMPLEMENTING
THIS STEP OF THE ACCOUNTABILITY MODEL?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Problems
No Problems
No,
No,

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

14
21
17

6o
68
94

9
10
1

40
32
6

TOTAL

72

52

72

20

28
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The ainalysis of the responses to the question:

What problems do

you expect in the future In reference to implementing this step of the
accountability model? is presented in Table 33»
were tallied into two categories:
no problems.

The respondent answers

those with problems and those with

Some of the problems mentioned Included staff resistance

(35^)» lack of priority (1^), and lack of time available ( 2 2 % ) ,

The

results show that almost three-fourths (72^) of the respondents expect
some problems in the future in implementing this step of the account
ability model.
TABLE 33,— PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES ITEM 12: WHAT PROBLEMS
DO YOU EXPECT IN THE FUTURE IN REFERENCE TO IMPLEMENTING
THIS STEP IN THE ACCOUNTABILITY MODEL?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Problems
No Problems
No.
^
No.
%
26

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

17
19
15

74
61
83

6
12
3

39
17

TOTAL

72

51

71

#

29

Information collected and related to the Needs Assessment step
of the accountability model will be presented in the next section.

Step 3— Needs Assessment
The responses in this section were to items related to Step 3 of
the accountability model.

The definition of the "Needs Assessment"

is from the State Department of Education's Position Statement on
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Educational Accountability:
Having Identified the goals for children, and
having articulated the performance objectives for
schools, It Is necessary to assess the existing rela
tionship betueen them. This analytical chore must
utilize all the knowledge at hand: research, testing,
resource distribution and personnel availability and a
host of others. The objective Is to give local school
officials some notion of the variance between desir
ability of performance objectives and what the child or
children can do (needs assessment), (p. 7 )
The results of Item 1 of the Needs Assessment step are presented
In Table 34 and and show the level of Implementation In the district
surveyed.

The Information was presented by district size, number,

percent of respondents, and mean responses.

This table shows that as

TABLE 34.— NEEDS ASSESSMENT ITEM 1: LEVEL
OF IMPLEMENl’ATION BY YOUR DISTRICT

District

Small
Medium
Large

Number

23
31
18

Percent of
Respondents

Mean
Response

6 7 ,6

1.95

91,1
52.9

2.72

2 .2 2

the school district size Increased from small to large, so did the
mean response Increase,

These data Indicate that large school districts

responding to this survey were further along In Implementing this step
than medium or small districts.
Results of Item 1 of the NeedsAssessment
more detail In Table 35 by:

step Is presented In

(1) district size, and (2) number and

percent of responses to the scale. These data

show that

of the

districts have Implemented the third step of the accountability model
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TABLE 35.— NEEDS ASSESSMENT ITEM 1 BY NUMBER
AND PERCENT OF RESPONSES TO THE SGAIE
Number and Percent of Responses to the Scale
(Implemented)
(Not Stairted)
1
2
Nol
^ "NoT fo
No.
i
No.
i

4

District

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

10

43

10
5

32
28

72

#

35

I

5

0
2
3
20

28

15

6
17

21

and 1 % have not started to implement this step.

The remainder were

distributed generally between these two extremes.
The respondents were asked:
district be?

In your opinion, where should your

The results are presented In Table 3 6 . The Information

Is presented by district size, number, percent of respondents, and
mean responses.

The mean responses show that as a group the respondents

agree that the districts should be further along toward implementation
TABLE 36 ,— NEEDS ASSESSMENT ITEM 2 : IN YOUR
OPINION, WHERE SHOULD YOUR DISTRICT BE?

District
Small
Medium
Large

Number

23
31

18

of this step than where they were.

Percent of
Respondents

Response

6 7 ,6
91.1
5 2 .9

3.16

2.39
2 ,6 7

This table also shows that as the

school district size Increased from small to large so did the means
Increase.

This Information Indicates that large district respondents
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thought they should he further along in the implementation of this
step than medium or small district respondents,
A more detailed presentation of responses to item 2 is presented
in Tahle 37 hyi

(l) district size, and (2) number and percent of

respondents to the scale,

A comparison between the three groups of

TABLE 37.— needs ASSESSMENT ITEM 2 BY NUMBER
AND PERCENT OP RESPONSES TO THE SCALE

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses to the Scale
(Not Started)
(Implemented)
1
2
4
5
3
Vo
No,
%
No., i
No,
No,
%
No,
%

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

10

7

5
7

2

11

6

23
33

26

17

4
5
3

17

26

9
23

2

a
3

17

4
4

9
13
22

TOTAL

72

21

29

11

15

18

25

12

17

10

14

43

2

22

school districts indicates that as a group they have started to imple
ment this step of the model.

The data show that l4^ of the districts

respondents thought that this step should have been implemented and
29^ of the respondents thought that the districts should not have been

started in the implementation of this step of the model.

The

remainder were generally distributed between these two extremes.
In Table 3Ü the data provide an analysis of item 3 in which the
respondents were askedi
ment this step?

How much effort has been expended to imple

The information is presented by district size, number,

percent of respondents, and mean responses.

The mean responses show

that as a group tlie respondents agree some effort has been expended to
implement this step of the accountability model.

The table shows that
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TABLE 38,— NEEDS ASSESSMENT ITEM 3« HOW MUOH EFFORT
HAS BEEN EXPENDED TO IMPLEMENT THIS STEP?

District

Number

Percent of
Respondents

Response

23
31
18

6 7 ,6
9 1.1
5 2 .9

2 .0 0
2 ,2 9
3 .0 5

Small
Medium
Large

as the school district size increased from small to large so did the
mean increase.

This information indicates that large district respond

ents thought they had expended more effort than medium or small dis
trict respondents.
The amount of effort reported by the respondents is presented in
more detail in Table 37 Ly:

(1) district size, and (2) number and

percent of respondents to the scale.

Comparisons between the three

TABUS 39, — ITEEDS ASSESSMENT ITEM 3 BY NUMBER
AND PERCENT OF RESPONSES TO THE SCALE

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses to the Scale
(Nothing;
(Everything)
2
4
1
..
3 ^
..._ 5
.
No.
fo
N^
#
No.
fo
No.
fo
No.
%

Small
Medium
Large

23
31

18

10
11
4

TOTAL

72

25

43

35
22

5
8
3

26
17

6
6
3

26
19
17

2
4
4

22

0
2
4

6
22

16

22

15

21

10

14

6

8

22

9
13

groups of school districts indicate that as a group they thought that
some effort had been expended to implement this step of the model.
These data show that 8^ had expended every effort to implement Step 3
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of the acGountahility model and 35^ have expended no effort to imple
ment this step,

The remainder were generally distributed between

these two extremes.
In Table 40 the responses are presented to item 4 in which the
respondents were asked toi

Comment on the differences between your

reaction to "Level of implementation by your district" and "In your
opinion, where should your district be?"
tallied in two categories.

Respondent answers were

The first was "no difference" when the

respondent indicated that there was no difference between the response:
to items 1 and 2,

The respondent answers were tallied under "other"

if there was a difference between items 1 and 2,

The results show

TABLE 40,— NEED ASSESSMENT ITEM 4: COMMENT ON THE
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN YOUR REACTION TO "LEVEL OF
IMPLEMENTATION BY YOUR DISTRICT" AND "IN YOUR
OPINION, WHERE SHOULD YOUR DISTRICT BE?"

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
No Difference
Other
N^
%
No.
'/o

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

18
22
13

72

78

3
9
3

28

TOTAL

72

53

74

19

26

71

22
29

that almost three-fourths ( 7 ^ ° ) of the respondents thought that there
was no difference between the district's level of implementation and
where they perceived the district should be in implementing Step 3 of
the accountability model.
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Responses to item 5 are presented in Table 41 in which the respond
ents were asked:

Who has been assigned to the task of Implementing this

step of the model for your district?
in five categories.

Respondent answers were tallied

The categories wore superintendent, assistant

superintendent, principal, teacher and none.

The results show that

TABLE 41.— NEEDS ASSESSMENT ITEM 5« WHO HAS
BEEN ASSIGNED TO THE TASK OF IMPLEMENTING
THIS STEP OF THE MODEL FOR YOUR DISTRICT?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Response;
Superin Asst,Super
Nme
intendent Principal Teacher
tendent
%
% No,
No,
i
No.
i
No.
No,
%
4

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

2
5
0

9
16
-

1
8
11

7
10
2

30
32
11

3
2
2

13
6
11

10

43

6
3

19

61

TOTAL

72

7

10

20

28

19

26

7

10

19

26

ZOfo

26

17

of the respondents had not assigned anyone to the task of imple

menting Step 3 of the accountability model and the remaining districts
had generally assigned assistant superintendents and principals to the
task of Implementing this step of the model.
Needs Assessment item 6 asked:

Have specific funds been allo

cated for the purpose of implementing this step of the model?
responses to item 6 are presented in Table 42,
tallied into two categories.

The

Respondent answers were

The results show that more than three-

fourths (81^) of the districts had not allocated any specific funds
for the purpose of implementing this step of the accountability model.
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TABLE 42.— NEEDS ASSESSMENT ITEM 6i HAVE SPECIFIC
FUNDS BEEN ALLOCATED FOR THE PURPOSE OF
IMPLEMENTING THIS STEP OF THE MODEL?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Yes
No
No.
No.
%
%

Small
Medium
Large

2
6
6

19

25

81

18

33

12

67

TOTAL

72

14

19

58

81

23
31

The respondents were askedi

21

9

When do you Intend to have this step

of the model fully implemented in your district?
7 are presented in Table 43.
categories.

91

The results to item

Respondent answers were tallied into five

They were 1974, 1975, 19?6, 1977 or later, and never.

The

results show that more than one-half (5^) of the districts never
TABLE 43.— NEEDS ASSESSMENT ITEM 7« WHEN DO
YOU INTEND TO HAVE THIS STEP OF THE MODEL
FULLY IMPLEIvIENTED IN YOUR DISTRICT?

District

Number

1974
No,. ^

Number and Percent of Responses
Never
1976
T975
1977+
No.
fo
No,.
No . %
No.
fo

Small
Medium
Large

23
31

1
0

4

3
3

9

5

5

17

0

4

16
22

4

3

13
10
-

2

18

3

21
13
17

19
8

51
61
44

TOTAL

72

4

5

6

8

11

15

12

17

39

54

12

intend to fully implement this step of the accountability model and
that the other districts intend to or will have implemented this step
of the model by I9 77 .
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In Table 44 the responses are presented to item 8i

In your opin

ion, who do you perceive to have the responsibility for implementing
this step of the model?

Respondent answers were tallied into four

categories, local districts, local teachers’ association, Intermediate
School District (ISD), and State Department of Education (SDS),

The

results show that 93% of the respondents thought that it was the
responsibility of the local school district to implement this step of
the accountability model.
TABLE 44,— NEEDS ASSESSMENT ITEM 8: IN YOUR OPINION,
WHO DO YOU PERCEIVE TO HAVE THE RESPONSIBILITY
FOR IMPLEMENTING THIS STEP OF THE MODEL?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Local Teachers
SDE
ISD
Association
No.
% No.
No.

District
No,
%

_

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

21
29
17

91
94
94

0
0
0

-

0
0
0

TOTAL

72

6?

93

0

-

0

The respondents were asked;

%

2
2
1

9
6
6

5

7

Have you discussed this step of the

model with your Board of Education?

The results to item 9 are pre

sented in Table 45.

Respondent answers were tallied into two cate

gories, yes and no.

The results show that almost two-thirds (6 1 % ) o f

the respondents had discussed this step of the model with their Board
of Education.
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TABLE ^5,— NEEDS ASSESSI®NT ITEM 9« HAVE ÏOU
DISCUSSED THIS STEP OP THE MODEL WITH
YOUR BOARD OF EDUCATION?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
No
Yes
No.
No
%

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

12
17
15

52
55
83

11
14
3

48
45
17

TOTAL

72

44

61

18

39

The Needs Assessment item 10 analysis is found in Table 46 in
which respondents were askedi

Should this step be implemented on a

district wide basis or subject area basis (i.e., social science, math,
etc,)?

The respondent answers were tallied into three categories:

district wide, subject area, and both.

The results show that

TABLE 46,— NEEDS ASSESSMENT ITEM 10: SHOULD THIS
STEP BE IMPLEMENTED ON A DISTRICT WIDE BASIS
OR SUBJECT AREA BASIS?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
District Wide Subject Area
Both
No.
No.
f
fo
No,

22

7
9
3

30
29
17

11
14
11

48
45
61

24

19

26

36

50

22

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

5
8
4

26

TOTAL

72

17

one-half ( $ 0 ^ ) of the respondents thought that this step of the
accountability model should be implemented on both a district wide
and subject area basis.
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In Table 4? responses are presented to the questioni

What prob

lems have you experienced in implementing this step of the accountability
model?

The respondent answers were tallied into two categories,

problems and no problems.

Some of the problems mentioned by the res

pondents included staff resistance ( l ^ ) , lack of priority (21^), and
lack of time available ( 2 6 ^ ) .
( 62^ )

The results show that almost two-thirds

of the respondents have experienced some problems in implementing

this step of the accountability model.
TABLE 4 7 ,— WEEDS ASSESSMENT ITEM 111 WHAT PROBLEMS
HAVE YOU EXPERIENCED IN IMPLEMENTING THIS STEP
OF THE ACCOUNTABILITY MODEL?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Problems
No Problems
No.
No.
^
%

Small
Medium
Large

23
31

11
21

52
32

13

48
68
72

10

18

5

28

TOTAL

72

45

62

27

38

12

An analysis is presented in Table 48 of the responses to the
questionI

What problems do you expect in the future in reference to

implementing this step of the accountability model?
answers were tallied into two categories1

The respondent

problems and no problems»

Some of the problems mentioned by the respondents included staff
resistance (1?^), lack of priority (1^), and lack of time available
(19^),

The results show that one-half of the respondents expect some

problems in the future and one-half of the respondents do not expect
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problems in the future in implementing this step of the accountability
model.
TABLE 48r— NEEDS ASSESSMENT ITEM 12» I ' W PROBLEMS DO YOU
EXPECT IN THE FUTURE IN REFERENCE TO IMPLEMENTING
THIS STEP IN THE ACCOUNTABILITY MODEL?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Problems
No Problems
No,
No,
^

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

8
17
11

35
55
61

15
14
7

65
45
39

TOTAL

72

36

50

36

50

The information collected and related to the Delivery Systems
Analysis step of the accountability model will be presented in the
following section.
Step 4— Delivery Systems Analysis
The responses in this section were to items related to Step 4 of
the accountability model.

The definition of the "Delivery Systems

Analysis" is from the State Department of Education's Position State
ment on Educational Accountability»
. on the needs assessment, plans must be made
to analyze and change the delivery systems to reverse
what has often been termed as the "push-out" or "leave
behind" problem. Among the many things which may be
used a x e performance contracting, compensatory educa
tion, promising practices from experimental and demon
stration schools, year-around schooling, intensified
pre-school education, improvement of nutrition through
school meals, in-service training of teachers, and many
others, (p. 7)
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In Table 49 the results of Item 1 of the Delivery System
Analysis step are presented and the results show the level of imple
mentation in the school districts surveyed.

The information is

presented by district size, number, percent of respondents, and mean
responses.

This table shows that as the district size increased from
TABLE 49.-DELIVERY SYSTEM ANALYSIS ITEM 1:
LEVEL OF IMPLEMENTATION BY YOUR DISTRICT

District

Number

Percent of
Respondents

Mean
Response

23
31
18

6 7 .6
9 1.1
5 2 .9

2,44

Small
Medium
Large

small to large, so did the mean response increase.

1 .8 2
2 .0 3

The data indicate

that large school districts responding to this survey reported that
they were further along in implementing delivery systems analysis
than medium or

small districts.

A more detailed analysis of item 1 is presented in Table 50 byi
(1) district size, and (2) number and percent of responses to the
scale.

These data show that 4^ of the districts have implemented the

fourth step ofthe accountability model
implement this

and 49%^ have not started to

step. The remainder were distributed generally

between these two extremes.
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TABLE 50.— DELIVERY SYSTEMS ANALYSIS ITEM 1 BY
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF RESPONSES TO THE SCALE
Number and ]
(Not Started)

of Responses to the Scale
(implemented)
No.

No.
Small
Medium

23
31
18

14
^
5

6l
52
28

72

%

49

4
6
3
U

17
19

17
18

11

15

3
4
3

13
13
17

10

14

The respondents wore asked in reference to the Delivery Systems
Analysis;

In your opinion, where

should your districtbe?

The

results are presented in Table 51 » The information ispresented by
district size, number, percent of responses, and mean responses.

The

mean responses show that as a group the respondents agree that the
districts should be further alongtoward Implementation of thisstep
than they were.

This information

indicates that largedistrict

respondents thought they should be further along in the implementation
of this step than medium or small district respondents.

TABLE 51.-DELIVERY SYSTEMS ANALYSIS ITEM 2i IN
YOUR OPINION, WHERE SHOULD YOUR DISTRICT BE?

District

Small
Medium
Large

Number

Percent of
Respondents

Response

23
31
18

6 7 .6
91.1
5 2 .9

2.55

2,04
2 .5 4

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

86
A more detailed presentation of responses to item 2 is
in Table 52 byi

shown

(l) district size, and (2) number and percent of

respondents to the scale,

A comparison between the three groups of

school districts indicates that as a group they have started to imple
ment this step of the model.

These data show that 10^ of the district

TABLE 52.— DELIVERY SYSTEMS ANALYSIS ITEM 2 BY
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF RESPONSES TO THE SCALE

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses to the Scale
(Not Started)
(Implemented)
1
2
4
5
3
No,. Vo
N^
#
No,
%
No.
%

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

13
11
6

TOTAL

72

30

57
35
33

2
5
1

9
16
6

4
6
7

39

2
5
3

17

2
4
1

9
13
6

8

11

17

24

10

14

7

10

17
19

9
16

respondents thought that this step should have been implemented and
4-2^ of the respondents thought that the districts should not have been
started in the Implementation of this step of the model.

The remainder

were generally distributed between these two extremes.
In Table 53 the data provide an analysis of item 3 in which the
respondents were asked:
this step?

How much effort has been expended to implement

The information is presented by district size, number,

percent of responses, and mean response.

The mean responses show that

as a group the respondents reported that some effort had been expended
to implement this step of the accountability model.

The table shows

that as a group the districts are expending effort equivalent to their
level of implementation.

This information indicates that large district
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TABLE 53.— d e li v e r y SYSTEMS ANALYSIS ITEM 3i
HOW MUCH EFFORT HAS BEEN E X P E N D E D
TO IMPLEMENT THIS STEP?

District

Number

Percent of
Respondents

23
31
18

6 7 .6
9 1.1
5 2 .9

Small
Medium
Large

D e spouse
1 .8 6
2 .1 2

2.88

respondents thought they had expended more effort

than medium or

small district respondents.
The amount of effort reported by the r e s p o n d e n t s is presented
in more detail in Table 5^ byi

(l) district size , and (2) number and

percent of respondents to the scalec

Comparisons

"between the three

groups of scnool districts indicate that as a g r o u p

they reported

that some effort had been expended to implement t î n ± s step of the model,
TABLE 54.-DELIVERY SYSTEMS ANALYSIS ITEM 3 BY NUMBER
AND PERCENT OF RESPONSES TO THE S C A L E

District

Number

Number and Percent 1of R e s p o n s e s to the Scale
(Nothing]
jverything)
1
2
4
3
5
No,, %
No.
No . %
N o .
%
No.
%

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

15

61
48

5

28

3
7
2

11

2
2
4

9
6
22

TOTAL

72

34

47

12

17

8

11

14

13
23

3

11

These data show that 10^ had expended every effort
of the accountability model and 4?^ had expended n o

13
13

1

22

3
3

15

7

4
10
17

10

t o implement Step 4
effort to implement
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this step.

The remainder were generally distributed between these two

extremes.
The respondents were asked:

Gomment on the differences between

your reaction to "Level of implementation by your district" and "In
your opinion, where should your district be?"
sented in Table 55*

"no difference" and "other,"
(7 5 ^ )

of

The results are pre

Respondent answers are tallied in two categories,
The results show that three-fourths

the respondents thought that there was no difference between

TABLE 55,-DELIVERY SYSTEMS ANALYSIS ITEM 4: COMMENT ON
THE DIFFERENCES BETI'JEEN YOUR REACTION TO "LEVEL OF
IMPLEMENTATION BY YOUR DISTRICT" AND "IN YOUl^
OPINION, WHERE SHOULD YOUR DISTRICT BE?"

District

Number

Number and Percent, of Responses
No Difference
Other
No.
^
No.
fo

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

19
21
14

83
68
78

10

TOTAL

72

34

75

ia

Il

17
32
22
25

the district's level of implementation and where they perceived the
district should be in implementing Step 4 of the accountability model.
In Table $6 the responses are presented to item 5»

Who has been

assigned to the task of implementing this step of the model for your
district?

Respondent answers are tallied In five categories.

The

categories are superintendent, assistant superintendent, principal,
teacher, and none.

The results show that 36^ of the respondents had

not assigned anyone to the task of implementing Step 4 of the
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TABLE 56.— DELIVERY SYSTEMS ANALYSIS ITEM 5« WHO HAS
BEEN ASSIGNED TO THE TASK OP IMPLEMENTING THIS
STEP OP THE MODEL POR YOUR DISTRICT?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Superin Asst.Super
None
intendent Principal Teacher
tendent
No.
No,
No.
%
No.
No.
%
%
%

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

2
7
0

9
23

TOTAL

72

9

13

1
7
12

4
23
67

5
3
2

1
0
1

4

11

6

14
9
3

6i
29
17

20

28

15

21

2

3

26

36

22
26

accountability model and that the remaining districts had generally
assigned assistant superintendents and principals to the task of imple
menting this step of the model.
Item 6 of the analysis of Delivery Systems askedt

Have specific

funds been allocated for the purpose of implementing this step of the
model?

The results are presented in Table 57*

Respondent answers were

TABLE 57.— DELIVERY SYSTEMS ANALYSIS ITEM 6i HAVE
SPEGIPIG PUNDS BEEN ALLOCATED FOR THE PURPOSE
OP IMPLEMENTING THIS STEP OP THE MODEL?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
No
Yes
No.
%
No.
%

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

3
5
7

13
16
39

20
26
11

87
84
61

TOTAL

72

15

21

57

79
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tallied into two categories, yes and no.

The results show that more

than three-fourths (79^) of the districts had not allocated any
specific funds for the purpose of implementing this step of the
accountability model.
In Table 5^ the responses are presented to item 7«

When do you

intend to have this step oi the model fully implemented in your
district?

Respondent answers were tallied into five categories.

They are 1974 , 1975» 1976, 1977 or later, and never.

The results

show that more than one-half (60^) of the districts never intend to

TABLE 58,— DELIVERY SYSTEMS ANALYSIS ITEM 7»
WHEN DO YOU INTEND TO HAVE THIS STEP OF THE
MODEL FULLY IMPLEMENTED IN YOUR DISTRICT?

District

Number

1974

No .

%

Number and Percent of Responses
Never
1976
1975
1977 +
No,
%
No , %
No.
i
No.
<fo

Small
Medium
Large

1
1
0

4
3
-

1
1
1

4
3
6

4
4
1

17
13

22

12

6

5
6
4

19

18

22

19
12

52
61
67

TOTAL

72

2

3

3

4

9

13

15

21

43

60

23
31

fully implement this step of the accountability model and that most of
the other districts intend to implement this step 01 the model by 1977
or later.
The respondents were asked:

In your opinion, who do you perceive

to have the responsibility for Implementing this step of the model?
The results are presented in Table 59»
Into four categories:

Respondent answers were tallied

local district, local teachers' association.

Intermediate School District (ISD), and State Department of Education
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TABLE 59.-DELIVERY SYSTEMS ANALYSIS ITEM 8i IN YOUR
OPINION, WHO DO YOU PERCEIVE TO HAVE THE
RESPONSIBILITY POR IMPLEMENTING
THIS STEP OP THE MODEL?

District

(SDE),

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Local Local Teachers
District
ISD
Association
SDE
No,
No
No.
fo
%
% No.

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

22
29
18

96
94
100

0
1
0

0
1
0

3
-

1
0
0

4

3
-

TOTAL

72

69

97

1

1

1

1

1

1

-

The results show that 97^ of the respondents thought that it

was the responsibility of the local school district to implement this
step of the accountability model.
In Table 60 the results are presented to item 9i

Have you dis

cussed this step of the model with your Board of Education?

The

TABLE 60.— DELIVERY SYSTEMS ANALYSIS ITEM 9i
HAVE YOU DISCUSSED THIS STEP OP THE MODEL
WITH YOUR BOARD OP EDUCATION?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Yes
No
No.
%
NO:
%

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

15
l6
12

65
52
67

8
15
6

25
48
33

TOTAL

72

43

60

29

40

results show that almost two-thirds (60^) of the respondents reported
that they had discussed this step of the model with their Boards of
Education,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

92

The respondents were asked In the Delivery Systems Analysis
stepI

Should this step be implemented on a district wide basis or

subject area basis (i.e., social science, math, etc,)?
are presented in Table 6l,
three categories:

The results

The respondent answers were tallied into

district wide, subject area, and both.

The results

show that one-half ($0^ of the respondents thought that this step of
the accountability model should be implemented at both the district
wide and subject area basis.
TABLE 61.— DELIVERY SYSTEMS ANALYSIS ITEM 10: SHOULD
THIS STEP BE IMPLEMENTED ON A DISTRICT WIDE
BASIS OR SUBJECT AREA BASIS?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
District Wide Subject Area
Both
No.
No.
i
No.
%
26

52

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

6
17
4

55
22

5
4
0

22
13
-

12
10
14

32
78

TOTAL

72

27

38

9

13

36

50

The responses to the question:

What problems have you experienced

in implementing this step of the accountability model? are presented
in Table 62,

The respondent answers were tallied into two categories,

problems and no problems.

Some of the problems mentioned by the

respondents included staff resistance (lO^), lack of priority (l?^),
and lack of time available (19^).

The results show that kSfo of the

respondents have experienced some problems in implementing this step
of the accountability model.
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TABLE 62*— DELIVERY SYSTEMS ANALYSIS ITEM 11: WHAT
PROBLEMS HAVE YOU EXPERIENCED IN IMPLEMENTING
THIS STEP OF THE ACCOUNTABILITY MODEL?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Problems
No Problems
No.
i
No.
%
26

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

6
17
10

55
56

TOTAL

72

33

46

17
14

74
45

a

#

39

54

An analysis is presented in Table 63 to the responses to the
q.u0 stioni

VRiat problems do you expect in the future in reference to

implementing this step of the accountability model?
answers were tallied into two categories:

The respondent

problems and no problems.

Some of the problems anticipated by the respondents included staff
resistance (11^), lack of priority (l?^), and lack of time available
TABLE 63.-DELIVERY SYSTEMS ANALYSIS ITEM 12: WHAT
PROBLEMS DO YOU EXPECT IN THE FUTURE IN REFERENCE
TO IMPLEMENTING THIS STEP IN THE
ACCOUNTABILITY MODEL?

District

(11^),

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
No Problems
Problems
No.
i
No.
%
26

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

6
14
8

45
44

17
17
10

56

TOTAL

72

28

39

44

6l

74
55

The results reveal that 39^ of the respondents expect i

problems in the future and 6l^ of the respondents did not.
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The
ing s t e p

Information collected and related to the Evaluation and Test
of the accountability model will be presented in the following

section .
Step 5 — Evaluation and Testing
The

responses in this section were to items related to Step 5 of

the accountability model.
ing" I s

The definition of the "Evaluation and Test

from the State Department of Education's Position Statement on

Educational Accountabilityi
system,

"If a change takes place in the delivery

that change needs to be tested and evaluated.

If valid, across

the board, in-service professional development programs should be
fostered*»
In
step a r e

(p. 7),

Table 64 the results of item 1 of the Evaluation and Testing
presented and the results show the level of implementation in

the s c h o o l districts surveyed.

The information is presented by dis

trict s i z e , number, percent of respondents, and mean responses.
TABLE 64.— EVALUATION AND TESTING ITEM 1,
OF IMPLEMENTATION BY YOUR DISTRICT

District

Small
Medium
Large

This

LEVEL

Number

Percent of
Respondents

Response

23
31
18

6 7 .6
91a
5 2 ,9

2,38

2 ,0 0
2 .1 9

table s h o w s that as the district size increases from small to large,
so does t h e mean response increase.

The data indicate that large school
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districts responding to this survey see their district as further
along in implementing this step than either medium or small districts,
A more detailed analysis of item 1 is presented in Table 65 byi
(1 ) district size, and (2) number and percent of responses to the scale.
These data show that 11^ of the districts have Implemented the fifth
step of the accountability model and 59^ have not started to imple
ment this step.

The remainder were distributed generally between

these two extremes.
TABLE 6 5 ,— EVALUATION AND TESTING ITEM 1 BY NUMBER
AND PERCENT OF RESPONSES TO THE SCALE
Number and Percent of Responses to the Scale
(Not Started)
(Implemented)
,-3
No,
^ 1 No,
fo
"NÔ; T w :

^
w

Small
Medium
Large

13

23
31

16

52

4

13

18

5

28

3

17

72

36

50

10

14

3

13

18

13

1

The respondents were asked in reference to the Evaluation and
Testing stepI

In your opinion, where should your district be?

The

results are presented in Table 6 6 , The information is presented by
district size, number, percent of responses, and mean response.

The

mean responses show that as a group the respondents Indicated that the
districts should be further along toward implementation of this step
than they are.

This Information indicates that medium district res

pondents thought they should be further along in the implementation of
this step than large or small district respondents.
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TABLE 6 6 ,— EVALUATION AND TESTING ITEM 2» IN YOUR
OPINION, WHERE SHOULD YOUR DISTRICT BE?

District

Number

Percent of
Respondents

Mean
Response

23
31
18

6 7 .6
9 1 .1
5 2.9

2 .6 1
2 ,5 5

Small
Medium
Large

2.04

In Table 6 ? a more detailed analysis of item 2 is presented byi
(1 ) district size, and (2 ) number and percent of respondents to the
scale,

A comparison between the three groups of school districts

indicated that as a group they have started to implement this step of
the model.

These data show that 17^ of the district respondents thought

that this step should have been implemented and h'^fo of the respondents
TABLE 6 7 .— EVALUATION AND TESTING ITEM 2 BY NUMBER
AND PERCENT OF RESPONSES TO THE SCALE

District

Number

Small
Medium
Large

31
18

TOTAL

72

23

Number and Percent of Responses to the Scale
(Not Started)
(implemented)
2
1
4
... .. 3._^_
5
No.
%
No.
fo
No.
fo
No.
%
No.
fo

42
33

1
3
2

4
10
11

1
5
6

16

6

33

3
3
2

10
11

3
7
2

11

34

47

6

8

12

17

8

11

12

17

15
13

25

4

13

13
23

thought that the districts should not have been started in the imple
mentation of this step of the model.

The remainder were generally

distributed between these two extremes.
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The respondents were asked In item 3«
expended to implement this step?
68,

How much effort has been

The results are presented in Table

The information is presented by district size, number, percent of

resposes, and mean response.

The mean responses show that as a group

TABLE 68,-EVALUATION AND TESTING ITEM 3« HON MUCH
EFFORT HAS BEEN EXPENDED TO IMPLEMENT THIS STEP?

District

Small
Medium
Large

Number

Percent of
Respondents

23
31
18

6 7 ,6
9 1 .1
5 2 .9

Response
2.08
2 ,2 5

2,66

the respondents reported that some effort had been expended to imple
ment this step of the accountability model.

The table shows that as

the school district size increases from small to large so do the
means increase.

This information also indicates that large district

respondents thought they had expended more effort than medium or small
district respondents.
A more detailed presentation about the amount of effort expended
to implement Step 5 is presented in Table 6? bys

(l) district size,

and (2) number and percent of respondents to the scale.

Goraparisons

between the three groups of school districts indicate that as a group
they thought that some effort had been expended to implement this step
of the model.

These data show that 1?^ had expended every effort to

implement Step 5 of the accountability model and ^9^ have expended no
effort to implement this step.

The remainder were generally distributed

between these two extremes.
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TABLE 6 9 .— EVALUATION AND TESTING ITEM 3 BY NUMBER
AND PERCENT OP RESPONSES TO THE SCALE

District

Number

Number and Percent of Resi onses to the Scale
(Nothing^
(Everything)
4
1
2
... 3 ^
... .5 .
_
No.
fo
No.
fo
No.
fo
No.
i
No.
fo

Small
Medium
Large

23
31

15
16

65
52

4

22

1
4
5

13

18

28

1
3
5

4
10
28

2
3
1

9
10
6

4
5
3

17
16
17

TOTAL

72

35

49

10

14

9

13

6

8

12

17

4

In Table 70 the results are presented to the questioni

Comment

on the differences between your reaction ot "Level of Implementation
by your district" and "In your opinion, where should your district
be?"

Respondent answers were tallied In two categories.

The first Is

"no difference"} answers were tallied under "other" If there was a
difference between the responses to items 1 and 2,

The results show

TABLE 7 0 ,— EVALUATION AND TESTING ITEM 4: COMMENT ON
THE DIFFERENCES BETIfEEN YOUR REACTION TO "LEVEL OF
IMPLEMENTATION BY YOUR DISTRICT" AND "IN YOUR
OPINION, VJHEHE SHOULD YOUR DISTRICT BE?"

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
No Difference
Other
No.
%

Small
Medium
Large

22

96

18

25
15

81
83

1
6
3

19
17

TOTAL

72

62

86

10

14

23
31

4
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that more than three-fourths (86^) of the respondents thought that
there was no difference between the districts level of implementation
and where they perceived the district should be in implementing
Step 5 of the accountability model.
The respondents were asked:

Who has been assigned to the task of

implementing this step of the model for your district?
are presented in Table ?1 by the five categories:

The results

superintendent,

assistant superintendent, principal, teacher, and none.

The results

TABLE 71,— EVALUATION AND TESTING ITEM 5» WHO HAS
BEEN ASSIGNED TO THE TASK OF IMPLEMENTING THIS
STEP OF THE MODEL FOR YOUR DISTRICT?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Superin Asst,Super
intendent Principal Teacher
None
tendent
% No.
‘fo
No,
No,
No.
No,
%
%
26

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

2
4
0

9
13

1
12
14

4
39
78

6
5
0

l6
-

2
1
1

9
3
6

M
9
3

#
29
17

TOTAL

72

6

8

27

35

11

15

4

6

24

33

show that 33^ of the respondents had not assigned anyone to the task
of implementing Step 5 of the accountability model and that the medium
and large districts had generally assigned assistant superintendents
and the small schools had generally assigned principals to the task of
implementing this step of the model.
In Table 72 the results are presented for item 6:

Have specific

funds been allocated for the purpose of implementing this step of the
model?

Respondent answers were tallied into two categories, yes and
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TABLE 72.— EVALUATION AND TESTING ITEM 6; HAVE
SPEGIPIG FUNDS BEEN ALLOCATED FOR THE PURPOSE
OF. IMPLEMENTING THIS STEP OP THE MODEL?

District

no*

Number and Percent of Responses
Yes
No
No
No,
i

Number

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

3
5
9

13
16
50

26

9

50

TOTAL

72

17

24

55

76

^

87
84

The results show that more than three-fourths {^Sfo) of the dis

tricts had not allocated any specific funds for the purpose of
implementing this step of the accountability model.
Respondents were asked:

When do you intend to have this step

of the model fully implemented in your district?

The results are

presented in Table 7 3 , Respondent answers were tallied into five
categories.

They were 1974, 1975» 197^» 1977 or later, and never.

TABLE 73.— EVALUATION AND TESTING ITEM 7» IfHEN DO
YOU INTEND TO HAVE THIS STEP OF THE MODEL
FULLY IMPLEr'lENTED IN YOUR DISTRICT?

District

1974

Number

No,.
Small
Medium
Large

18

TOTAL

72

23
31

2
1

%

Number and Percent of Respontses
1976
Never
1975
1977+
No,. %
No . %
No . %
No.
fo
1

4

3

13

4
1

13

2

6

2

9
3
11

6

0

5

7

6

8

5

-

4
7
5

28

17
10

56

7

16

22

40

56

17
23

13

57
55
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The results show that more than one-half ( 5 ^ ^ ) o f the districts never
intend to fully implement this step of the accountability model and
that most of the other districts intend to implement this step of the
model by I977 or later.
In Table 7^*- the results are presented to the question!

In your

opinion, who do you perceive to have the responsibility for implement
ing this step of the model?
categories!

Respondent answers were tallied into four

local district, local teachers’ association, Intermediate

School District (ISD), and State Department of Education (SDE),

The

TABLE 7 4 . - EVALUATION AND TESTING ITEM 8! IN YOUR OPINION,
WHO DO YOU PERCEIVE TO HAVE THE RESPONSIBILITY
FOR IMPLEMENTING THIS STEP OF THE MODEL?

District

Number

)er and Percent of Responses
Local Teachers*
Local
SDE
ISD
District Association
No,
%
No.
No.
% No, fo

Small
Medium
Large

23
31

29

92
94

18

100

1
1
0

4
3

18

0
1
0

3
-

1
0
0

4
-

TOTAL

72

68

94

2

3

1

1

1

1

results show that 9 ^

21

of the respondents thought that it was the

responsibility of the local school district to implement this step of
the accountability model.
The question was asked of the respondents:

Have you discussed

this step of the model with your Board of Education?
presented in Table 75»

The results are

The results show that more than one-half (5^)
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of the respondents had discussed this step of the model with their
Boards of Education»

TABLE 75,— EVALUATION AND TESTING ITEM 9$ HAVE
YOU DISCUSSED THIS STEP OF THE MODEL WITH
YOUR BOARD OF EDUCATION?

District

Number and Percent of Responses
Yes
No
No
No
%
%

Number

Small
Medium
Large

23
31

15

65

8

14

17

18

13

45
72

5

35
55
28

TOTAL

72

42

58

30

42

In Table 76 the results are presented to the question1

Should

this step be implemented on a district wide basis or subject area
basis (i.e., social science, math, etc,)?
were tallied into three categories:
both.

The respondent answers

district wide, subject area, and

The results show that almost one-half (47%) of the respondents
TABLE 7 6 ,— EVALUATION AND TESTING ITEM 10: SHOULD
THIS STEP BE IMPLEMiSNTED ON A DISTRICT WIDE
BASIS OR SUBJECT AREA BASIS?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
District Wide Subject Area
Both
No,
No.
No.
%
%
%

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

14
3

6

26
45
16

6
6

26
19
16

11
11
12

48
35

3

TOTAL

72

23

32

15

21

34

47

67
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thought that this step of the accountability model should be imple
mented on both a district wide and subject area basis.
The responses from the questioni

What problems have you experi

enced in implementing this step of the accountability model? are
presented in Table 77,
categoriesI

The respondent ansirers were tallied into two

problems and no problems.

Some of the problems mentioned

TABLE 77.— e v al u a t io n AND TESTING ITEM 11: WHAT
PROBLEMS HAVE YOU EXPERIENCED IN IMPLEMENTING
THIS STEP OP THE ACCOUNTABILITY MODEL?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Problems
No Problems
No.
No,
fo

Small
Medium
Large

8
10
8

35

15

65

32

18

44

21
10

68
56

TOTAL

72

26

36

46

64

23
31

by the respondents included staff resistance ( f ^ ) , lack of priority
(9^), and lack of time available (19^).

The results show that 36^ of

the respondents have experienced some problems in implementing this
step of the accountability model.
An analysis is presented in Table 78 to the responses to the ques
tion:

What problems do you expect in the future in reference to

implementing this step of the accountability model?
answers were tallied into two categories:

The respondent

problems and no problems.

Some of the problems mentioned by the respondents Included staff
resistance (5^), lack of priority (13^)» and lack of time available
The results show that 36^ of the respondents expected some

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

104
TABLE 78,— EVALUATION AND TESTING ITEM 121 WHAT
PROBLEMS DO YOU EXPECT IN THE FUTURE IN
REFERENCE TO IMPLEMENTING THIS STEP IN
THE ACCOUNTABILITY MODEL?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Problems
No Problems
No.
%
No,
26

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

6
12
8

39
44

17
19
10

74
6l

TOTAL

72

26

36

46

64

56

problems in the future and 6l^ of the respondents did not expect
problems in the future in implementing this step of the accountability
model.
The collection of information related to Step Six of the account
ability model. Recommendation for Improvement, will be presented in
the following section.
Step 6— Recommendation for Improvement
The responses in this section were to items related to Step 6 of
the accountability model.

The definition of the "Recommendation for

Improvement" is from the State Department of Education's Position
Statement on Educational Accountability:
When a district or school has gone through these
steps, they should feel obligated to share the results.
Recommendations to the local district and to the State
Board of Education complete what is essentially a circu
lar pattern of service— goals are served and/or modified
on the basis of continuing attention to the success or
lack of success in the educational delivery system, and
the process starts over again, (p, ?)
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The responses to Item 1 of the Recommendation step are presented
In Table 79 and the results show the level of implementation In the
school districts surveyed»

The Information Is presented by district

size, number, percent of respondents, and mean responses.

The table

TABLE 79,— RECOMMENDATION FOR IMPROVEMENT
ITEM li LEVEL OF IMPLEMENTATION
BY YOUR DISTRICT

Small
Medium
Large

Percent of
Respondents

Response

6 7 ,6
9 1 .1
5 2 .9

1 .6 9
1 ,8 0
2 .0 5

23
31
18

shows that as the district size Increases from small to large, so does
the mean response Increase,

The data Indicate that large school

districts responding to this survey reported being further along In
Implementing this step than medium or small districts.
In Table 80 a more detailed analysis of Item 1 Is presented byi
(l) district size, and (2 ) number and percent of responses to the scale.
TABLE 80,— RECOMMENDATION FOR IMPROVEMENT ITEM 1 BY
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF RESPONSES TO THE SCALE
Percent of Responses to the Scale
(Implemented)
4
3
5
No,
No.
^
No.
%
No,
fo
%

(Not Started)
District

1

Number

2

No,
Small
Medium
Large

16
18
8

3
5
4

13
16
22

1

4

2

9

3

17

2
0

6

3

19
17

1
0

4

58
44

6

18

TOTAL

72

42

56

12

17

10

14

4

6

4

6

23
31

70
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The data show that 6fo of the districts have implemented the sixth step
of the accountability model and
step.

have not started to implement this

The remainder were distributed generally between these two

extremes.
The respondents were askedi
district be?

In your opinion, where should your

The results of item 2 related to Recommendations is

presented in Table 81.

The information is presented by district size,

number, percent of responses, mean response.

The mean responses show

that as a group the respondents report that the districts should be
further along toward implementation of this step than they are.

This

TABLE 81,— RECOMMENDATION FOR IMPROVEMENT
ITEM 21 IN YOUR OPINION, \fflERE SHOULD
YOUR DISTRICT BE?

District

Small
Medium
Large

Number

Percent of
Respondents

Mean
Response

23
31
18

6 7 ,6
9 1 .1
5 2 .9

1.95
2 ,0 3
2 ,5 0

information indicates that large district respondents thought they
should be further along in the implementation of this step than medium
or small district respondents,
A more detailed analysis of item 2 is presented in Table 82 byi
(l) district size, and (2) number and percent of respondents to the
scale,

A comparison between the three groups of school districts

indicates that as a group they have started to implement this step of
the model.

These data show that 8^ of the district respondents thought
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TABLE 82,— RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPROVEMENT ITEM 2 BY
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF RESPONSES TO THE SCALE

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses to the Scale
(Implemented)
(Not Started)
2
4
1
3
5 ^
No.
i
No
i
No.
io
No.
^
No.
%

Small
Medium
Large

23
31

14
17

13
10

4
3

13

23

1
1

3

7

2

11

5

28

5

28

3
0

10

6

6l
55
33

3
3

18

TOTAL

72

37

51

8

11

14

19

7

10

6

8

2

9

that this step should have Been Implemented and

of the respondents

thought that the districts should not have been started in the implemen
tation of this step of the model.

The remainder were generally dis

tributed between these two extremes.
The respondents were asked to react to the following question about
the Recommendations step:
implement this step?

How much effort has been expended to

The results are presented in Table 83»

The

information is presented by district size, number, percent of responses.

TABLE 83,— REC0I4MENDATI0N FOR IMPROVEMENT
ITEM 3« HOW MUCH EFFORT HAS BEEN
EXPENDED TO IMPLEMENT THIS STEP?

District

Small
Medium
Large

Number

23
31
18

Percent of
Respondents

Mean
Response

6 7 .6

1.73

91.1
52,9

1 .9 6
2 .2 7
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and mean response.

The mean responses show that as a group the

respondents report that some effort had been expended to Implement this
step of the accountability model.

The table shows that as the school

district size Increased from small to large so did the mean Increase.
This information also indicates that large district respondents thought
they had expended more effort than medium or small district respondents.
In Table 84 a more detailed analysis is presented about item 3 byi
(l) district size, and (2) number and percent of respondents to the
scale.

Comparisons between the three groups of school districts indicate
TABLE 8 4 RECOMMENDATION TOR IMPROVEMENT ITEM 3 BY
NUMBER AND PERCENT OF 1ÎESP0NSES TO THE SCALE

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses to the Scale
(Nothing)
(Everything)
2
1
4
3
■ 5 .
No.
fo
No.
fo
No.
f
No.
^
No.
fo

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

15
18
7

4
3
3

1

16

22

3
4

4
10
22

2
2
0

9
6

17

1
5
4

4

58
39

TOTAL

72

40

56

10

15

10

15

8

11

4

6

65

17

10

that as a group they thought that some effort had been expended to
implement this step of the model.

These data show that 6% had expended

every effort to implement Step 6 of the accountability model and 56^
have expended no effort to implement this step.

The remainder were

generally distributed between these two extremes.
The respondents were asked to:

Comment on the differences

between your reaction to "Level of implementation by your district"
and "In your opinion, where should your district be?"

The results are
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presented in Table Ü5»
gories.

Respondent answers were tallied In two cate

The first is "no difference"! answers were tallied under

"other" if there was a difference between the responses to item 1 and 2.
TABLE 85.— REGOMI®NDATION FOR IMPROVEMENT ITEM 4: COMMENT
ON THE DIPIiTSRENCES BETWEEN YOUR REACTION TO "LEVEL
OF IMPLEMENTATION BY YOUR DISTRICT" AND "IN YOUR
OPINION, WHERE SHOULD YOUR DISTRICT BE?"

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
No Difference
Other
No.
No,
%

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

20
26
14

87
84
78

3
5
4

13
16
22

TOTAL

72

60

83

12

17

The results show that more than three-fourths (83^) of the respondents
thought that there was no difference between the district's level of
implementation and where they perceived the district should be in imple
menting Step 6 of the accountability model.
In an attempt to discover the job assignments related to the
implementation of the Recommendations step the following question was
asked:

Who has been assigned to the task of implementing this step of

the model for your district?

The results are presented in Table 86,

Respondent answers wore tallied in five categories.

Thirty-nine percent

of the respondents had not assigned anyone to the task of implementing
Step 6 of the accountability model and the medium and large districts
had generally assigned assistant superintendents and small districts
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TABIB 86,— RECOMMENDATION FOR IMPROVEMENT ITEM 5i WHO HAS
BEEN ASSIGNED TO THE TASK OF IMPLEMENTING THIS
STEP OF THE MODEL FOR YOUR DISTRICT?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Superin Asst,Super
intendent Principal Teacher
None
tendent
No,
No.
%
No,
%
No,
%
% No,
%
16

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

3
6
2

13
10
11

1
11
12

4
35
67

3
4
0

13
13
-

0
1
1

3
6

9
3

70
29
17

TOTAL

72

11

15

24

33

7

10

2

3

28

39

had generally assigned principals and superintendents to the task of
Implementing this step of the model.
In Table 87 the results are presented related to the following
questionI

Have specific funds been allocated for the purpose of

Implementing this step of the model?
into two categories, yes and no.

Respondent answers were tallied

The results show that 92^ of the

districts had not allocated any specific funds for the purpose of
Implementing this step of the accountability model.
TABLE 87.— RECOMMENDATION TOR IMPROVEMENT ITEM 6j HAVE
SPECIFIC FUNDS BEEN ALLOCATED FOR THE PURPOSE OF
IMPLEMENTING THIS STEP OF THE MODEL?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Yes
No
No,
fo
No,
%

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

2
2
2

9
6
11

21
29
16

94
89

TOTAL

72

6

8

66

92

91
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Ill
The respondents were askedi

When do you Intend to have this

step of the model fully implemented in your district?
sents the results.

Table 88 pre

Respondent answers were tallied into five categories

They were 1974, 1975, 1976, 1977 or later, or never.

The results show

TABLE 88.— RECOMMENDATION POR IMPROVEMENT ITEM 7« WHEN
DO YOU INTEND TO HAVE THIS STEP OP THE MODEL
PULLY IMPLEMENTED IN YOUR DISTRICT?

District

1974

Number

No,.

%

Number and Percent of Responses
1976
1977 +
1975
No,■ ^
No.. fo
No.
%

No .

Small
Medium
Large

1

4

2

9

0
0

3
0

4
0

13

-

9
10
-

2

18

-

4
7
3

17
23
17

17
15

61
55
83

TOTAL

72

1

1

5

7

6

8

14

19

46

64

23
31

14

^

that almost two-thirds (64^) of the districts never intend to fully
implement this step of the accountability model and that most of the
other districts intend to implement this step of the model by 1977 or
later.
In Table 89 the results are presented to the question1

In your

opinion, who do you perceive to have the responsibility for implement
ing this step of the model?

Respondent answers were tallied into four

categories, local district, local teachers' association, Intermediate
School District (ISD), and State Department of Education (SDE),

The

results show that 97% of the respondents thought that it was the
responsibility of the local school district to implement this step of
the accountability model.
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TABLE 8 9 ,— REGOMMSNDATION FOR IMPROVEMENT ITEM 8 : IN YOUR
OPINION, WHO DO YOU PERCEIVE TO HAVE THE RESPONSIBILITY
FOR IMPLEMENTING THIS STEP OF THE MODEL?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Local Local Teachers'
ISD
SDE
District Association
No,
No
No
%
% No. %

Small
Medium
Large

23
31

22

96

30

18

18

97
100

0
0
0

-

0
0
0

-

1
1
0

4
3
-

TOTAL

72

70

97

0

-

0

-

2

3

The questionI

Have you discussed this step of the model with

your Board of Education? was asked the respondents.

The results are

presented in Table 9 0 , The results show that more than one-half (5^)
of the respondents had discussed this step of the model with their
Boards of Education,
TABLE 9 0 ,— RECOMMENDATION FOR IMPROVEMENT ITEM 9 s
HAVE YOU DISCUSSED THIS STEP OF THE MODEL
WITH YOUR BOARD OF EDUCATION?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Yes
No
No.
No.
%
%

Small
Medium
Large

14
10

65
45
56

8
17

18

8

55
44

TOTAL

72

39

54

33

46

23
31

15

35

In Table 9 I the results are presented to the questions

Should

this step be implemented on a district wide basis or subject area
basis (i.e., social science, math, etc,)?

The respondent answers were
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tallied into three categoriesi

district wide, subject area, and both.

The results show that more than one-half ( $ 6 ^ ) o f the respondents
TABLE 9 1 .— RECOMMENDATION FOR IMPROVEMENT ITEM 101
SHOULD THIS STEP BE IMPLEMENTED ON A DISTRICT
WIDE BASIS OR SUBJECT AREA BASIS?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
District Wide Subject Area
Both
No.
^
No.
No,
%

Small
Medium
Large

7
14
3

30
45
17

3
3
2

13

13

57

10
11

14

18

13

45
72

TOTAL

72

24

33

8

11

40

56

23
31

thought that this step of the accountability model should be implemented
on both a district wide and subject area basis.
The respondents were asked1 What problems have you experienced
in implementing this step of the accountability model?

The results

are presented in Table 9 2 . The respondent answers were tallied into
two categories, problems and no problems.

Some of the problems

TABLE 9 2 .— RECOMMENDATION FOR IMPROVEMENT ITEM 111 WHAT
PROBLEMS HAVE YOU EXPERIENCED IN IMPLEMENTING THIS
STEP OF THE ACCOUNTABILITY MODEL?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Problems
No Problems
No.
No,
^

Small
Medium
Large

4
8
12

17
26
67

19
23

83
74

18

6

33

TOTAL

72

24

33

48

67

23
31
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mentioned by the respondents included staff resistance (Q^), lack of
priority (1 Z % ), and lack of time available (1 3 % )•

The results show

that 33% of the respondents have experienced some problems in imple
menting this step of the accountability model.
In Table 93 the results are presented to the question»

Ifhat

problems do you expect in the future in reference to implementing this
step of the accountability model?
into two categories»

The respondent answers were tallied

problems and no problems.

Some of the problems

TABLE 93.— RECOMMENDATION FOR IMPROVEMENT ITEM 12» WHAT
PROBLEMS DO YOU EXPECT IN THE FUTURE IN REFERENCE
TO IMPLEMENTING THIS STEP IN THE
ACCOUNTABILITY MODEL?

District

Number

Number and Percent of Responses
Problems_______ No Problems
No,
No,
%
...

Small
Medium
Large

23
31
18

4
8
9

26

50

19
23
9

83
74
50

TOTAL

72

21

29

51

71

17

mentioned by the respondents included staff resistance (Q^), lack of
priority (8 % ) t and lack of time available (13^).

The results reveal

that 29^ of the respondents expect some problems in the future and 71^
of the respondents did not expect problems in the future in implement
ing this step of the accountability model.
The data that were statistically analyzed are presented in the
next section.
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Data Analysis
The first three item mean responses from each of the six sections
(representing each of the six steps of the model) were compared
statistically by district size, small, medium, and large.

A three by

three by six crossbreak was developed to compare the mean scores.

This

relationship and analysis of variajice are shown in Figure 1 and Table

.

94

Figure 1, An example of the 3 x 3 x 6 cross break
used for the comparison of cell means.

The results shown in Table 94 indicate that there was statistical
significance in the comparison of means between the main effects of
step, district size, and items 1-3.
at the ,01 level of confidence.
effects.

The differences were significant

There were no significant interaction

As a result of the 3-way analysis of variance each main

effect may be considered independent of the other.
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TABLE 9^.— 3-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (UNWEIGHTED MEANS)
FOR SURVEY STEPS, DISTRICT SIZE, AND ITEMS

Source
Sub
Classes
A fstep
B (District
Size)
C (items
1-3)
AB
AC
BC
ABC
Within

Sum of Squares

3 08,5290
1 57 .10 21

DF

Mean Square

53
5

31.42043

3^#
17.418

43.94825

24,3 62

0 ,0 0 0

15.25902
1 .203796

8 .4 5 9
0 ,6 6 7
0 ,4 7 9
0 .4 4 9

0 .0 0 0

87.89650

2

30.51804

2
10
10

12.0 37 96

8,640259
3.242548

4
20
20

9.0 9 15 91

2240.499

P

5.821303

0.8640259
0,8106370
0.4545795
1.803944

a S îïty

0,000
0,000

0.757
0 .9 0 5
0 .7 7 6
0 .9 9 9

0^#

Table 95 presents the steps and the mean responses related to
Item 1, which collected information about the level of implementation
of each step of the accountability model by school district size.

The

results show that as the school district size increases so does the
reported mean response increase.
steps.

This was evident in each of the six

In each of the six steps the reported mean for the small dis

tricts was also the smallest mean which would indicate that the small
TABLE 95,— MEAN LEVEL OF IMPLEMENTATION BY
STEP AND SIZE OF SCHOOL DISTRICT

1

2

Step and Mean
4
3

5

6

2,00

1 .6 9

2 ,0 3

2 ,1 9

1.80

2,44

2,38

2 .0 5

2 ,1 9

1.85

Small
Medium
Large

2 .4 7

2.39

1 .9 5

2.87
3.38

2 .6 7
2 ,7 2

2.22
2 .7 2

TOTAL

2 .9 1

2 .5 9

2 .3 0

2.10

1.82

-
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school districts do not appear to he as far along In the Implementation
of any step compared to either the medium or large school districts.
The medium size districts were further along than the small districts
hut not as far along as the large districts in implementing each step.
The total mean responses indicate that Step 1 is further along in
the implementation process than any of the other steps.

The total

mean response was greater for Step 5 (2,19) than Step 4 (2,10),

This

may indicate that the small and medium size school district respondents
view the "traditional annual" achievement testing program as heing the
evaluation and testing step (5) that is referred to in the six step
accountahility model.

Step 5 of the accountahility model refers to

the evaluation and testing of any delivery system change that may he
implemented as a result of the information gained from a needs assess
ment,

This may indicate a problem that could add confusion in attempts

to implement the six step accountahility model in public school
districts.
Table 96 presents the preferred level of implementation by step
and school district size as reported by the respondents.

The mean

responses presented show that as the school district size increases so
does the mean response increase,

A similar observation was made in

reference to the reported level of actual implementation by step and
district size and this information was presented in Table 95,
The results show that the preferred level of implementation for
all steps of the accountability model reported was highest among the
large school districts with medium size districts preferring to be
further along in the implementation of the accountability model than
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the small school districts.

The preferred level of implementation hy

all three district sizes seemed to be about the same for steps four and
five within the district size with the exception of the medium size
districts.

The medium size districts preferred to be further along

with step five as compared to step four.

This higher or equal to

preference Indication may indicate confusion In terms of what the eval
uation and testing step is about in reference to the accountability
model.

This was also mentioned in reference to Table 95 results.

It

may be that the respondents have considered the "annual achievement"
testing program as being the same as step 5 of the accountability
model,
The results also show that each school district size preferred to
be further along in the implementation of the accountability model
than where the respondent reported the actual level of implementation
was (Table 95 ),
TABLE 9 6 .— MEAN PREFERRED LEVEL OF IMPLEMENTATION
BY STEP AND SIZE OP SCHOOL DISTRICT

District

step and Mean
4
3

" 6 ....

1

2

Small
Medium
Large

3.00
3.35
4.00

2.86

2.39

2.04

2.04

3 .3 2
3 .0 5

2 .6 7

2 .5 4

3.16

2.55

2 .6 1
2 .5 5

1 .9 5
2 .0 3
2 .5 0

TOTAL

3 .4 5

3 .0 8

2 .7 4

2 .3 8

2.40

2 .1 6

5

Table 97 presents the mean response reported by step and school
district size in terras of the effort expended to implement the account
ability model.

The results show that the most amount reported effort
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expended "by all districts was for Step 2 (performance objectives).
This step may be considered the most difficult step to Implement
because of the understanding needed to develop well-stated performance
objectives.

The information collected also shows that as the school

district size increased from small to large so did the mean response
increase within each step.

It appears that Step 5 has had more effort

expended to implement it than Step 4.

Tables 95 and 96 indicate the

total mean response was greater for Step 5 than for Step 4.

This may

indicate that the local achievement testing program has been considered
the same as Step 5 of the accountability model.
The amount of reported effort expended by district size and total
was greater for each step than the level of actual implementation
(Table 9 5 ) with the exception of Step 1 which indicated that the effort
was less than the actual level of implementation.

This may indicate

that the Common Goals of Education developed by the State Department
of Education were adopted or that local district goals were available
and implemented with relatively little effort.
The amount of reported total effort expended by step (Table 97 )
was less than the reported preferred level of implementation (Table 96 )
by step.

This seems to indicate that the reported desired level of

implementation is greater than the amount of reported effort expended,
therefore it may take much more time to fully implement the account
ability model in Michigan,

The lack of time was a reported problem in

the implementation of the accountability model.
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TABLE 97, — MEAN LEVEL OP EFFORT EXPENDED FOR
IMPLEMENTATION BY STEP AND SIZE OF
SCHOOL DISTRICT

District
1

2

Step and Mean
4
3
1.86
2,12

6

5

Small
Medium
Large

2,21

2.39

2,00

2.08

1.73

3 .0 9

3.11

2 .9 3
3 .1 6

2 ,2 9
3 .0 5

2 ,8 8

2 .2 5
2 ,6 6

1 .9 6
2 ,2 7

TOTAL

2.80

2.83

2 ,4 5

2 ,2 9

2.33

1 .9 9

Summary
Chapter III has presented In a variety of tables the findings
resulting from the survey of Michigan's Six Step Model of Educational
Accountability,

The survey items covered a broad range of information

related to each step of the accountability model.
The sample generally represents Michigan's 530 K-12 school dis
tricts, and the 102 districts surveyed were randomly selected to
participate in this study.

This section also showed that the school

districts selected for the study were divided into small, medium and
large size school districts based on student enrollment.

The small

school districts had an enrollment of 1499 students or less, medium
school districts had an enrollment of I5 OO to 3499, and large school
districts had an enrollment of 3500 students or more.
The presentation of data was done by use of many tables and
related commentary.

Each step of the accountability model was

analyzed by the use of the same twelve items.

The first three items

were statistically analyzed in each step of the model.

Items four

through twelve were descriptively analyzed for each step.
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The analysis of data section presented stops one through six
statistically analyzed hy district size, step, and item.

This rela

tionship made it possible to use a 3-way analysis of variance for the
purpose of comparing moan responses of the three main effects.

The

main effects were significant at the ,01 level of confidence.
Chapter IV presents a summary of the study, a discussion of the
conclusions, and recommendations for future implications.
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SUMM/yRY, CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter provides the reader with a brief review and summary
of the purpose and design of the study, a discussion of the findings
and conclusions, along with recommendations based on the findings.

Summary
Educational accountability seemed to be extremely important to a
number of groups in the 1970's.

Among the groups that thought educa

tional accountability vras important were teachers, lay citizens,
legislators, and state departments of education.

In the State of

Michigan the Superintendent of Public Instruction thought that educa
tional accountability was very important.

Under his leadership the

State Department of Education developed the Six Step Educational
Accountability Model,

This model was approved by the State Board of

Education in I9 6 9 , The model has been recommended for use by the
State Department of Education in Michigan since I9 6 9 , It has been
required to be used in certain areas by public school systems.

Some

of the areas where the model has been required to be used are in areas
where financial funding was expected.

These areas include federal

funds for Title I projects, state categorical aid projects, and state
vocational education projects.

School districts in the State of Mich

igan have been encouraged by the State Department of Education to use
the accountability model in the total operation of the district,
122
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Tho purpose of this study was to measure the Impact of the Six
Step Educational Accountability Model developed by the State Depart
ment of Education on local public school systems as perceived by
randomly selected superintendents.
There were four major areas of investigation by this study.

The

first was the level of implementation of the accountability model at
the time of the survey in the district.

The second was where did the

superintendent perceive the district should be in terras of imple
menting the accountability model.

Third was how much effort had been

expended in the implementation of the accountability model.

And the

fourth was whose perceived responsibility was it to implement the
accountability model.
The first major area of concern of this investigation attempted
to establish the actual level of Implementation of the six step
accountability model.

Table 95 shows the x*eported mean responses by

school district size and actual level of implementation of each of the
six steps of the accountability model.

Large size school districts

are further along than medium or small districts in implementing the
accountability model.

Small school districts reported the least level

of actual implementation to any of the steps.

Tables 5 » 20, 3 5 , 50,

65 and 80 show the actual level of implementation by district size
for each of the six steps of the accountability model.
Step 1 (Goals— Table 5) has been implemented by 22^ of the dis
tricts sampled.

Of the districts sampled 13^ of the small schools

have implemented Step 1, 23^ of the medium size districts have imple
mented Step 1, and 33^ of the large districts have completed the
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Inçlementation of Step 1*

Twenty-two percent of the districts

sampled reported that the district had not started to Implement
Step 1#

Within this group 26% of the small and medium size districts

had not started Implementation, and only 13% of the large districts
had not "begun.
Step 2 (Objectives— Table 20) has been reported Implemented by
only 7% of the districts sampled.

Implementation has been completed

by 4% of the small districts, 10% of medium districts, and 6% of the
large districts.

Twenty-one percent of the districts reported that

Implementation had not begun.

Of those reporting "not started" on

Step 2, 26% wore small schools, 19% were medium size, and 17% were
large districts.
Step 3 (Needs Assessment— Table 35) was reported Implemented by
7% of the districts.

No small school district had implemented this

step, 6% of the medium districts reported this step implemented, and
17% of the large districts reported this step implemented.

Thirty-five

percent of the districts reported "not started" in the implementation
of Step 3»

Those districts not started were 43% small districts,

32% medium, and 28% large districts.
Step 4 (Analysis of Delivery Systems— Table 50) was reported
Implemented by only

of the school districts.

Those reported to have

Implemented Step 4 were 4% small districts, 6% medium, and 0% large
districts.

Forty-nine percent of the districts reported "not started,"

Of those reporting were 6l% small districts, 52% medium, and 20% large
districts*
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step 5 (Evaluation and Testing— Table 6 5 ) was reported implemented
by 11^ of the districts.
1%

Within this group was 13^ small districts,

medium, and 6% large districts.

Fifty percent of the respondents

indicated "not started"; 6 % were small districts, 52^ medium, and
28!^ large districts.

Step 6 (Recommendations— Table 80 ) has been reported implemented
by 6^ of the school districts.

Nine percent of the small districts

reported this step implemented, 6^ of the medium districts, and 0^ of
the large school districts.
The second major area of concern of this study attempted to deter
mine the desired level of implementation of the six step accoimtabillty model.

Table 96 presents information which shows that the

reported desired level of implementation is the greatest among large
school districts and least desired among small districts with medium
size districts in the middle.

Tables ?, 22, 37, 52, 67 and 82 show

the desired level of implementation by district size for each step of
the six step accountability model.
Step 1 (Goals— Table 7 ) shows that 35^ of the districts reported
a desire to have this step implemented.

Seventeen percent of the small

districts desired this step implemented, 39^ of the medium districts,
and 50^ of the large districts reporting desired Step 1 Implemented,
There was a total of 15^ of the respondents indicating a preference of
"not started" on Step 1.
V^o

medium and

6fo

Within that group 17^ were small districts,

laj;ge districts.

Step 2 (Objectives— Table 22) shows that a total of 13^ of the
districts reported a desire to have implemented Step 2.

Thirteen
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percent of small districts reported a desire to have implemented Step 2,
13^ of the medium district, and 6% of the large districts.

A total of

1 ^ of the districts reported desire to "not start" the implementation
of Step 2,

Twenty-two percent of the small districts indicated this

lack of desire, along with 6% of the medium districts, and 17^ of the
large districts.
Step 3 (Needs Assessment— Table 37) presented Information that
shows that a total of l^J^ of the districts reporting desired this
step implemented.

Nine percent of the small districts desired this

step implemented along with 13^ of the medium and Z2% of the large
districts,

A total of 29^ of the districts reported a desire to be

"not started,"

Forty-three percent of the small districts reported

this desire, along with 26^ of the medium and 17^ of the large districts.
Step 4 (Analysis of Delivery Systems— Table 52) shows that 10^
of the districts reported a desire to have this step implemented.
Nine percent of the small districts, 13^ of the medium size districts,
and 6% of the large districts reporting express a desire to have
Step 4 implemented.

Those districts reporting a desire of "not

started" were 57% small districts, 35!^ medium, and 33% large districts
or a total of 42^,
Step 5 (Evaluation and Testing— Table 67) indicates that 17^ of
those total districts reporting desired to have this step implemented.
Thirteen percent of the small districts, 23% of the medium districts,
and 11^ of the large districts reported a desire to have this step
implemented.

Those total districts reporting a desire of "not started"
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was 47 ^,

Twenty-five percent of the small districts reported a

desire of "not started" along with

of the reporting medium dis

tricts, and 33% of the large districts.
Step 6 (Recommendations— Table 82) shows that a total of &% of
the districts desired to have this step implemented.

Within this

group 13% of the small districts, 10% of the medium districts, and 0%
of the large districts reporting desired this step implemented.

Those

districts reporting a lack of desire to have Step 6 implemented were
61% of the small districts, 55% of the medium, and 33% of the large

districts,

A total of 51% of the districts reported a lack of desire

to have this step implemented.
The third major area of concern of this study was an attempt to
determine the effort expended to implement the six step accountability
model.

Table 97 shows that the reported level of effort was the

greatest among large school districts and least among small districts
with the medium size districts in the middle of these two extremes.
More effort was reported expended on Step 2 (Objectives) than on any
other step.

Tables 9» 24, 39» 54, 6 9 , and 87 show the reported level

of effort expended to implement each step of the accountability model
by school district size.
Step 1 (Goals— Table 9 ) shows that a total of

of the districts

reported that every effort possible had been expended to implement this
step.

Small districts reported 0% had expended every effort to imple

ment Step 1, medium size districts reported 19% had expended every
effort to implement this step, and large districts indicated that 22%
reporting had expended every effort,

A total of 24% of the districts
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reporting indicated they had expended no effort to implement Step 1,
Thirty-one

percent of the small districts reported no effort had been

expended to implement this step along with 23^ of the medium dis
tricts and Y]% o f the large districts.
Step 2 (objectives— Table 24) shows that only ^

of the total

school districts reporting had put forth every effort to Implement
Step 2,

Only 4^ of the small districts, 10^ of the medium size, and

11% of the large districts had expended every effort to implement this
step,

A total of 21% had expended no effort to implement this step.

Of the small districts reporting 35% wore in this group, 13% in the
medium, and 17% in the large school districts.
Step 3 (Needs Assessment— Table 39) shows tliat a total of 8% of
the districts reported that every effort had been expended to imple
ment this step.

Within this group there were no small schools, 6% of

the medium size districts, and 22% of the large districts reporting
had expended every effort to Implement this step.
Step 4 (Analysis of Delivery Systems— Table 54) shows that a total
of 10% of the districts reported every effort had been expended to
implement this step of the accountability model.

Within this group

there were 4% of the small districts, 10% of the medium size districts,
and 17% of the large districts,
to implement this step.

A total of 47% had expended no effort

Sixty-one percent of tho small districts

reported no effort had been expended along with 4 ^ of the medium size
districts, and 28% of the large districts.
Step 5 (Evaluation and Testing— Table 6 9 ) shows that a total of
17% of the reporting districts had expended every effort to implement
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step 5»

Seventeen percent of the small districts respondents reported

that every effort had been expended to implement this step along with
16^ of the medium districts, and 17% of the large districts,

A total

of 49^ of the total reporting districts indicated that no effort had
been expended to implement this step.

The small districts reported

that 6 % had put forth no effort, 52^ of the medium size districts,
and ZZ% of the large districts were in the group.
Step 6 (Recommendations— Table 84) shows that as a total group 6%
of the reporting districts had put forth every effort to implement
this step.

Nine percent of the reporting small districts were in this

groùp along with Ù% of the medium size districts, and (f% of the large
districts,

A total of

of the reporting respondents indicated that

no effort had been expended to implement this step.
6S%

Within this group

of the small districts, 50^ of the medium size districts, and

39% of the large districts reporting had put forth no effort to
implement this step.
The fourth major area of investigation by this study was an attempt
to determine whose perceived responsibility it was to implement the
six step accountability model in the State of Michigan,

Tables l4, 29,

44, 59» 7 4 , and 89 report whose perceived responsibility it is to
implement each step of the accountability model by district size and
step.

The responses provided for the respondent were local district,

local teachers’ association, Intermediate School District (ISD), or
State Department of Education (SDE),

The local school district was

selected in 90^ or more of the cases by the total respondents.

The

large school districts reported the highest percentage as perceiving
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the local district as having the responsibility to implement each step
of the model.

The large districts indien{il by 100^ of the responses

that it was the local district's responsibility to implement five of
the six steps of the accountability model.

The needs assessment step

was the only step not receiving a 100^ response from the large dis
tricts,

Small and medium size school districts reported in almost 9Q^

of the responses that it was the local school district's responsibility
to implement each of the six steps of the accountability model.

Conclusions
Insofar as the techniques used in this investigation may be valid,
the following conclusions seem to be justifiedi
1,

The current status of implementation of the six step educational

accountability model In the State of Michigan is in the "process phase"
(Tables 5» 20, 35» 50, 6 5 , and 8 0 ),

This study revealed that all

school districts in the State of Michigan were doing "something" about
the implementation of the model.

However for Step 6 (Table 80 ) 5 ^ of

the respondents were doing nothing to implement that phase of the model,
2,

The data clearly show that many school districts have moved

slowly in implementing the accountability model.

This is evident

since five years after the development of the accountability model not
one school respondent reported having fully implemented the model.
There does not seem to be any evidence to support the idea that the
accountability model will be fully implemented very soon (Tables 7,
22, 37, 5 2 , 67 and 82 ),
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3«

The reported problems that have been experienced in attempt

ing to implement the accountability model were staff resistance, both
administrative and teaching staff,

A lack of time available for the

staff to work on implementing the model was another reported problem,
A lack of importance or seeing the need for the implementation of the
accountability model was reported repeatedly.

This set of problems

seemed to indicate a general lack of priority of the whole idea of
implementing the accountability model (Tables 1 7 , 32, 4?, 62, 7 7 , and
92).
4,

For the future the same problems that have been experienced

were reported to be the same problems that will be expected.

These

same problems were referred to repeatedly (Tables 18, 33» 48, 6 3 , 78,
and 9 3 ).
5,

All of the six steps of the accountability model are in the

process of being implemented by a number of K-12 public school districts
of the State of Michigan.

Step 1 (Common Goals) of the accountability

model was further along in the implementation process than Step 2
(Performance Objectives), Step 3 (Needs Assessment), Step 4 (Analysis
of Delivery Systems), Step 5 (Evaluation and Testing), and Step 6
(Recommendations),

The order of implementation of the accountability

model appeared to be in an ordered relationship.

Step 1 implementation

first, Step 2 implementation second. Step 3 implementation third.
Step 4 implementation fourth, Step 5 implementation fifth, and Step 6
implementation sixth.

On the average large school districts reporting

were further along in the implementation of each step of the account
ability model than the medium or small size school districts.

The
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medium size school districts were further along by step than the small
districts (Table 9 5 ),
6,

On the average, respondents indicated that their school

districts, in their opinion, should be further along in the process of
implementation of each step of tho accountability model.

Larger

school districts indicated that the implementation of the model should
be further along than did medium and small districts.

The medium

size district respondents indicated the implementation of the model
should be further along than the small district respondents (Table 9 6 ),
7 , The respondents reported that some effort had been expended

in the Implementation of each step in the accountability model.

The

most effort had been expended to implement Performance Objectives,
Step 2 (Table 97 ).
8,

The investigation revealed that approximately three-fourths

of the total respondents indicated that there was not much difference
between the districts' level of implementation of the accountability
model by step and where they perceived the district should be in the
process of implementation (Tables 10, 25, 40, 55, 70 and 8 5 ),
9»

In the opinion of the respondents the implementation of the

accountability model was believed to be the responsibility of an assistand superintendent or principal (Tables 11, 26, 4l, 5 6 , 71, and 8 6 ),
10,

It is clear from the results of this investigation that over

three-fourths of the district respondents indicated that no specific
funds had been allocated for the purpose of implementing the account
ability model (Tables 12, 27, 42, 57, 72, and 87 ).
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11,

This study revealed that more than one-half of the respondents

indicated that their districts never intended to fully implement the
total accountability model (Tables 13» 25, 43, 58» 73, and 8 8 ),
12,

The respondents reported that it was the local school district'i

responsibility to implement the accountability model.

Even though it

seemed that implementation of the accountability model did not seem to
be too important.

The investigation clearly revealed that it was the

local district's responsibility to implement the accountability model,
90^ of the respondents reacted in this fashion (Tables 14, 29, 44, 59»
74, and 89 ),
13,

A clear majority of the respondents indicated that discussions

with their boards of education had been carried on about the account
ability model (Tables 15» 30, 45, 6 0 , 75» and 9 0 ),
14,

In the opinion of approximately one-half of the subjects in

the investigation the Implementation of the accountability model
should be district wide and in subject areas (Tables I6 , 31» 46, 61,
7 6 , and 9 1 ),

The information collected from this investigation seems to indi
cate that the future of Michigan's Six Step Educational Accountability
Model may be destined to failure in terms of being fully implemented
by all the K-12 public school districts in Michigan,

There wore no

district respondents that reported that the model had been fully imple
mented, and 83^ of the respondents indicated that no specific funds
had been allocated to implement the accountability model.

In addition

over 90^ of the respondents reported that it was within the local
district's area of responsibility to implement an accountability model.
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Over 50^ of the respondents made It evident they never intend to
implement the accountahility model.

This would seem to suggest that

local districts do not want direction from the State Department of
Education in the implementation of the accountahility model, and it
should he pointed out that it was the State Department of Education
that developed the six step model of educational accountahility
and suggested its implementation hy the local school districts.

Limitations

An extensive review of the literature and research related to
educational accountahility revealed that no other study had apparently
attempted to collect systematically, data regarding the impact of a
state-wide accountahility model.

Certainly no one or group had studied

Michigan's Six Step Educational Accountahility Model as perceived hy
the superintendents.

As a result, no other data existed for compar

ison with the findings of the present investigation.
After a review of literature in the area of educational account
ahility in general, and educational accountahility in Michigan, along
with discussions with personnel from the Michigan Department of Educa
tion, Michigan Association of School Administrators, Department of
Educational Leadership and Institutional Research of Western Michigan
University, the items for the survey were developed.

This survey did

not exhaust all possible concerns ahout educational accountahility
in the State of Michigan hut it does cover the many areas of concern
hoth to the state and to those interested in public education.
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The survey was conducted lay use of the mail.
tions to this method of collecting data.

There were limita

One limitation was that some

Individuals that received the survey may have simply disregarded It
and made no attempt to complete or return It,

Another limitation may

have been that some Individuals may have required additional explana
tions to assist them In the completion of the survey.
Another limitation related to this study may be the rate of
returned surveys from the respondents.

The return rate of surveys

from the small schools was 68%, from medium size school districts It
was 91%, and from large districts It was 52^»

The over-all rate of

return was 70,5^.
Recommendations

The Six Step Educational Accountability Model developed by the
State Department of Education In Michigan has been presented In
reference to Its Impact on Michigan K-12 public school districts.

It

appeared that the accountability model has had an Impact on the public
school systems of the State of Michigan,

There does seem to be some

question about the Importance of Implementing the accountability model
as Indicated by some of the respondents.

Items 11 and 12 of the

survey Inquired about problems experienced and problems anticipated In
Implementing the accountability model.

Repeatedly for each step one

of the problems Indicated was a problem of a lack of priority In terras
of Implementing the model.

Also, the position talcen by the Michigan

Forum of Educational Organizations (Appendix E) which Includes all of
the major educational associations Indicates that no single or state
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wide accountaMllty system should be implemented*

House, Rivers and

Stufflebeam (19?4) in their assessment of the Michigan accountability
system indicated that the Michigan accountability model had not
received sufficient field testing to warrant being implemented on a
state-wide basis.

Therefore, based on a review of literature and the

findings of this study, and assuming that educational accountability
is worthwhile, the following recommendations are made:
1.

It appears that alternative models of educational account

ability should be developed and made available to local school dis
tricts,

The Michigan Forum of Educational Organizations (Appendix E)

which is made up of nine of Michigan's leading educational organiza
tions made their position very clear, and it vias, that there should
be no single or state-wide accountability system in the State of
Michigan,

Therefore, there should be a systematic attempt to provide

flexible guidelines to assist local school districts in the construction
and implementation of their own accountability model.
2.

Information should be made readily available to local school

districts demonstrating ways in which an educational accountability
model could be implemented taking into consideration the differences
that exist between small, medium, and large size school districts such
as staff and money available for implementing change of this nature,
3.

It appears that a systematic process showing the positive

benefits from the implementation of an educational accountability model
should be developed in order to encourage local school districts in the
State of Michigan to implement an educational accountability model.
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4,

Programs should he developed to deal with the problems

related to the ImplSuentatlon of an educational accountability model
by a local school district.

Close attention should be given such

problems as teacher and administrator resistance, perceived lack of
time available, along with perceived lack of importance of educational
accountability by teachers and administrators (Tables 17, 32, 4?, 62,
77, and 9 2 ),

In addition, a chronological sequence of events should

be developed to assist with the implementation of the model, since no
data were collected by this investigation which indicated that a single
school district had fully implemented the Michigan Six Step Educational
Accountability Model,
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6 STEPS TO ACCOUNTABILITY

GOALS

The Common Goals of Michigan
Education
flrea I - concerned wltîî
I Intent and purposes of I
[the system
J

PERFORMANCE
OBJECTIVES

NEEDS ASSESSMENT

Objectives written In nine
areas; Art, Communications
Skills, Foreign Languages,
Health, Mathematics, Music,
Physical Education, Social
Science, Science.
Michigan,Educational
ment Program

DELIVERY SYSTEM
ANALYSIS
Analysis
Modifications
Implementation

Area 11 - concerned with "I
the degree to which the
I
system achieves Its Intentl
and purposes
J

EVALUATION
Evaluation Design
Formative Evaluation
Summatlve Evaluation

RECOMMENDATIONS

Area 111 - concerned with
recommending Improvements
to the system
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STATUS OP ACCOUNTABILITY LEGISLATION
FALL 1973
Legislation
Enacted

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania

X
Joint
Resolution

No
Legislation

No
Statute
X

X
X
X
X
Joint
Resolution
X
X

No
Statute

The contents of the Resolution were made a part
of the School Code.
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Legislation
Bnaoted

Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

No
Legislation

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

27

24

Total does not include the Joint Resolutions,
Inclusion of the District of Columbia makes a
total of 51»
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14.9

Enabling Legislation;

Act 30?i PA I9 6 9 ; Act 38, PA I97O

Act 307 of the PUBLIC ACTS I969

Assessment of Educational progress; pupil achievement tests.
Sec. 14. The department of education shall begin to plan and
develop a state program for the purpose of conducting a periodic and
comprehensive assessment of educational progress. Such plan shall
Include procedures for the objective measurement of instructional out
comes among the elementary and secondary school students pursuing the
various subjects and courses that commonly comprise school curricula.
Such plan shall be made statewide in application among the elementary
and secondary schools. Such plan shall Include procedures for the
presentation of periodic evaluation reports of educational progress for
the state.
Also the department of education shall provide for an annual test
or tests of pupil achievements in the basic skills. Such test or
tests shall provide for the objective measurement of pupil learning
outcomes in reading, mathematics, language arts, and/or other general
subject areas. Such test or test’s shall be undertaken at one or more
grade levels among elementary and/or secondary school pupils and shall
be made statewide in application Insofar as Is necessary and possible.

Act 38 of the PUBLIC ACTS 1970

AN ACT to provide for assessment and remedial assistance programs
of students In reading, mathematics and vocational education.
The People of the State of Michigan enact;
3 88 .1081

Assessment of education progress and remedial assistance
program; goals.
<M,S.A. I5 .2O85 ( H ) >

Sec. 1. A statewide program of assessment of education progress
and remedial assistance In the basic skills of students in reading,
mathematics, language arts and/or other general subject areas is estab
lished In the department of education which program shall:
(a) Establish meaningful achievement goals In the basic skills
for students, and Identify those students with the greatest educational
need In these skills.
(b) Provide the state with the Information needed to allocate
state funds and professional services In a manner best calculated to
equalize educational opportunities for students to achieve competence
In such basic skills.
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(c) Provide school systems with strong incentives to introduce
educational programs to improve the education of students in such
basic skills and model programs to raise the level of achievement of
students.
(d) Develop a system for educational self-renewal that would con
tinuously evaluate the programs and by this means help each school to
discover and introduce program changes that are most likely to improve
the quality of education,
(e) Provide the public periodically with information concerning
the progress of the state system of education. Such programs shall
extend current department of education efforts to conduct periodic
and comprehensive assessment of education progress.
388.1082

Assessment program; coverage; conduct; results.

15.2085

zlM.S.A.

(12)>

Sec. 2. (1) The statewide assessment program of educational
progress shall cover all students annually at two grade levels in
public schools.
(2 ) The department of education, hereinafter referred to as the
department, shall develop and conduct the program, and may utilize the
assistance of appropriate testing organizations and/or testing special
ist. The program shall expand the current basic skills testing inven
tory in grades 4 and 7 coordinated by the department.
(3 ) The program shall assess competencies in the basic skills
and collect and utilize other relevant information essential to the
assessment program.
(4) Based on Information from the program, students shall be
identified who have extraordinary need for assistance to improve their
competence in the basic skills.
(5 ) Information from the program shall be given to each school as
soon as possible to assist it in its efforts to improve the achieve
ment of students in the basic skills.
388.1083

Remedial assistance program; components; training; audit.
/CM.S.A. 15.2085 (13)>

Sec. 3 . (1) Based on information from the mathematics, reading
and language arts assessment program, the department shall provide
remedial assistance programs, as funds are made available by law to
school districts to raise competencies in basic skills of students
identified pursuant to subsection (4) of section 2. A funded program
shall include but not be limited to the following components:
(a) Diagnosis of each student's performance difficulties and the
development of an instructional program best suited to his individual
(b) Provision for selection, adaption and installation of instruc
tional systems that take account of individual student needs.
(c) Provision for an evaluation of the program in order to identify
changes needed to improve program effectiveness.
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(2) The department shall establish guidelines and specifications
for the program components. The department shall provide technical
assistance to each school district in its implementation of the guide
lines and specifications. The department shall conduct such evalua
tions necessary to provide adequate information for the setting of
guidelines.
(3 ) The department shall provide for preservice and in-service
training of staff who would be involved in the school programs,
(4) The department with the cooperation of selected schools shall
establish demonstration projects in basic skills,
(5 ) A remedial assistance program shall be audited as part of its
evaluation by an agency independent of the state department of educa
tion or facilitate the accountability of each school for its program,
388.1084

Vocational education demonstration program; establishment,
CM.S.A. 1 3 .2085 (14)>

Sec, 4, A vocational education demonstration program is established
in the department of education to develop, test and evaluate the follow
ing innovative programs:
(a) A vocational education assessment and counseling system using
computer and other automated techniques,
(b) A new career development program to devise curricula and
materials for new careers in the labor market,
388.1085

Development, testing, operation, evaluation,
1 5.2 08 5 (15)>

4:M.S.A,

Sec. 5 . (1) The vocational education demonstration program shall
be developed and tested in not more than 3 school districts. The depart
ment shall formulate plans and rules, select the demonstration districts
and develop instruments for measurement of the program. Demonstration
programs shall be operated in school districts during the I97I-7 2
school year.
(2 )
The department shall evaluate the program and recommend to the
governor and the legislature a statewide vocational education assess
ment, counseling and evaluation program by December 31» 1972,
388.1086

Rules.

<M,S,A. 15.2085 (16)>

Sec, 6, The department shall promulgate rules necessary to carry
out the provisions of this act, in accordance with and subject to the
provisions of Act No, 306 of the Public Acts of I9 6 9 , being sections
24,201 to 2 4,3 13 of the Compiled Laws of 1948,
This act is ordered to take immediate effect.
Approved June 24, I97O,
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Chronology of Events In the Early Development
of the Assessment Program

September 11, I968

Board directed staff to prepare a summary and
evaluation of existing testing programs used by
the various schools throughout the state in the
elementally schools.

January I5, I969

Board requested that the Superintendent of Pub
lic Instruction urge the school superintendents
to make the citizens aware of the performance
level of Lhe elementary pupils and to make sure
that the news media are aware of the extent of
testing in the K-6 schools.

January 29, 19^9

Board passed a motion instructing staff to pre
pare details for an assessment plan with the
view of possible legislation. The Board received
a report entitled, "The Assessment of Educational
Progress in Michigan."

February 26, I969

The Board received preliminary details on a
statewide assessment plan. A motion was passed
to accept the report as a basis for possible
legislation with an amendment that the first
'cycle be completed in twelve months.

March 2 5 , 1969

Board received a proposal for assessment in
Michigan.

April 2 3 , 1969

The Board adopted a statewide assessment proposal.

May 14, 1969

The Board received a i-eport on Assessment.

July 2 3 , 1969

The Board requested information on
Basic Skills Testing Program which
that each student must demonstrate
grade competence in arithmetic and
order to graduate.

August 12, 1969

The Board received the report entitled, "Pur
poses and Procedures of Michigan Assessment of
Education— Assessment Report No. 1."

October 8, I969

Dr. Ira Polley, Superintendent of Public Instruc
tion, resigned.

October 14, I969

Dr. John W. Porter is appointed Superintendent
of Public Instruction.

the California
stipulates
an eighth
reading in
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November I9 , I969

The Board received a report on the Michigan
Assessment Program,

November 25, 19^9

The Board received a report on the California
Basic Skills Testing Program and instructed
staff to continue the study of the outcomes of
the program.

November 25, 19^9

The Board received report entitled "Identifica
tion and Formulation of Goals of Michigan
Education."

December 9, I969

The Board moved that the goals of education
priorities be established by the Board and
referred to the Task Force on Assessment of
Educational Goals,

December 1 ? , I969

The Board appointed the Task Force on Assess
ment of Educational Goals.

January 13, I970

The Board issued a report entitled, "Activities
and Arrangements for the I969 -7 O Michigan
Assessment of Education— Assessment Report
No. 2."
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THE MICHIGAN EDUCATION ASSOCIATION

Statement on Accountability In Education

The Michigan Education Association welcomes this opportunity to
express its v3ews on educational "accountability" to the eminent panel
assembled here today.

The MEA, representing more than 80,000 teachers

throughout Michigan, has genuine professional concerns about the ade
quacy and direction of the state's educational programs.
It is not the MEA's intent to ignore the responsibilities of
teachers in meeting the educational needs of all students in Michigan's
schools.

Rather the MEA would focus attention on the responsibility

of all principal parties involved in the process of educating children
to develop programs techniques that can and do meet the needs of all
students.
The MEA believes that educators can be accountable only to the
degree that they share responsibility in educational decision-making
and to the degree that other parties who share this responsibility—
school board members, pai;ents, students, taxpayers, legislators, and
other government officials— are also held accountable.
Teachers willingly accept their appropriate share of responsibility
for the effectiveness of the nation's educational programs.

Educators,

however, stress that there are too many factors affecting what stu
dents do in schools and how well they do it, to permit simplistic
accountability measures to be acceptable.

Education is a social process

in which human beings are continually interacting with other human beings
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In ways that are imperfectly measurable or predictable.

Teachers have

little or no control over many conditions which they encounter daily
in their classroomss

inadequate diet and sleep habits of children,

lack of parental support of teacher activities, inadequate instructional
materials, crowded class sises, and the Inability to obtain needed
diagnostic services.
Although the MEA has very serious reservations about the scope
and implementation of the State Board of Education's six-step account
ability model, we do commend the State Board for its genuine desire to
experiment with new methods to improve instruction.

We don't question

the State Board's motivations, but we do question the State Board's
wisdom of attempting to accelerate testing programs of questionable
validity and reliability.
The MEA believes that an accountability system must recognize
seven major components.
First, the improvement of education must be the main aim of
accountability.

It should be comprehensive, objective, and supportive—

not threatening or punitive.
Second, the uniqueness of each individual child should not be
sacrifiiced to any massive evaluation program that generalizes about
all students and compares learners to norms or averages.

Any account

ability program should deal realistically with the neglect of multi
ethnic instructional materials.
Third, educational decisions can best be made by those who must
live with the consequences of those decisions.

The decision-making
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process must insure that all persons regardless of race, religion, sex,
or national origin participate in those decisions.
Fourth, learning should be regarded as a very personal process
and the quality of the process should be recognised as one product of
education.

The experience of a quality process in learning often

remains long after facts learned are forgotten, obsolete, or no longer
relevant.
Fifth, standardised achievement tests should, not be used as the
major data in any accountability system.

Test scores, since they

represent an inadequate picture of educational achievement in any
school, invite invalid comparisons.

The evaluation of the complex

experience of schooling should be constructed from many sources
including analyses of pupil-teacher reactions, parent opinions, stu
dent reactions, professional judgments, test scores, and other soux'ces.
Sixth, the true cost of any proposed accountability system should
be calculated.

For example, a complete testing program for a state

like Michigan, if properly done, is likely to cost tens of millions
of dollars.
Seventh and finally, all those participating in the educational
process must be held responsible.

Teachers, administrators, legis

lators, State Department of Education staff, students, parents, and
all others who make a contribution to the learning process must be
accountable.
decisions.

Each must be responsible for his own actions and
The complex task of effective education relies on all

these individuals and agencies— working together.

If any person or

agency fails to fulfill legitimate obligations, this will affect the
ability of all others to meet their commitments.
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Accountability should be a strategy for creating an educational
environment that allows each and every student to achieve maximum
growth.

Such a program must recognize that in a pluralistic society

diversity, not conformity should be promoted.

Relationships between

a child, his parents, his teachers, and his classmates are delicate
and susceptible to interference from outside influences.

An account

ability "model," if too simplistic, could damage the lives of children
and their teachers.
The MEA is prepared to work constructively to improve educational
opportunities for every Michigan child.

The MEA will be submitting

additional testimony to this panel before your hearings conclude on
April 4.

Mary Kay Kosa, President and
Herman W. Coleman, Executive Secretary,
Michigan Education Association
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THE MICHIGAN FEDERATION OF TEACHERS

Educational Accountability

Because of the time constraints to make this presentation, this
statement will be eclectic and selective rather than comprehensive.
The positions expressed are made In light of the circumstances and
happenings on accountability up to now, and as new developments unfold,
the Michigan Federation of Teachers and/or Its locals will undoubtedly
modify this position to meet or adapt to new circumstances.
Much has been written on accountability and educational account
ability, and much more discussion has occurred.

All of this writing

and discussion Illustrates cor fusion over the definition of the term.
The problem Is that there are different kinds of accountability that
might be attempted or applied In education, but the parties seldom try
to agree on or spell out the parameters and focus of the educational
accountability they are discussing or writing about.
The MET Administrative Board has officially voted to support the
statement of the Michigan Forum of Educational Organization entitled
"Criteria for Developing an Educational Accountability Plan."
of the statement Is attached.

A copy

I should caution, however, that MFT's

support of this statement is similar to the story told about a union
executive board that took a vote as to whether or not the union should
send a "get well" card to the boss who was seriously 111 In the hos
pital,

The written note added to the card said:

"The motion to send

this 'get well' card was carried by a 7 to 6 vote."

This story Illustrates
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fairly well the feelings and reactions of MFT members to what has
transpired on educational accountability.
It should be pointed out that the statement by Education Forum
is historic in that representatives of nine different organizations
have been able to agree on specific wording on an educational topic.
That this topic is accountability is even more noteworthy.

The panel

should know that the organizations adopted this statement after many
meetings and revisions and with the understanding that each organiza
tion was free to add points of view not contained in the statement.
The balance of this statement will reinforce concepts in the Forum
statement or point up additional positions of the Michigan Fedeiution
of Teachers.
The MFT and teachers will oppose educationa] accountability, if
the intent or potential result, as perceived by teachers, is to make
teachers the scapegoats for the inadequacies of the educational system
in a school building or district.

The MFT, in sympathy, would oppose

any plan that has the same intent or result on any other group of
educational employees, or the students, or pareT':s,
Educational accountability must not be a cover-up or circumvention
to due process or fair play for any teacher or any other school employee
or resurrect the oft-repeated failures of "merit pay."

An account

ability plan must not circumvent, obstruct, or constrain the results
which should appropriately be arrived at in collective bargaining
between teachers and boards of education.
Teacher evaluation by itself is not educational accountability.
Since teacher evaluation pertains to the employer-employee relationship.
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whatever goals, objectives, criteria or processes are used in teacher
evaluation should result from collective bargaining.
The six-step accountability plan of the Department of Education
suffers from many short-comings.

Perhaps its greatest fault is its

over-simplification of a very complex problem.

In addition, we believe

that some of the implementation actions are ill-conceived and not
founded on or warranted by conclusive educational research.

We

believe that the emphasis placed on some factors can be detrimental to
the educational process and the educational system,
The MFT is especially concerned about the restricted definition
and application of performance objectives as used in the state plan.
We are also concerned about the emphasis on student results from
written tests.

In mathematical terms, the direction and emphasis of

the state program implies that the whole of education is equal to a
very small part.
Students ai'e human beings and not inert, physical matter.

Scien

tific methods of the physical sciences may not be appropriate to human
beings.

Similarly, training or conditioning methods for certain

species of animals may not be appropriate or successful when applied
to human beings.

Yet, this seems to be the one-directional approach

that is touted and emphasized by the state plan.
Teaching is both a science and an art, and is therefore difficult
to assess and evaluate through written objective-measurement instru
ments (tests and opinionnaires),

Research has shown that students are

individualistic, that they have different and varying interests and
capabilities.

The state plan seems to imply that these conclusions
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can be ignored when related to teachers, or to instructional
methods.
Any educational accountability plan must be flexible to permit
and encourage diversity in educational goals, instructional objectives
and instructional methods,

The state plan appears to encourage uni

formity, when it should encourage diversity.
The MFT recognizes that teachers are the most important element
in the educational process.

We recognize that teachers have an impor

tant responsibility in the educational process.

If by accountability,

responsibility is meant, and if appropriate consideration is given to
the responsibility of other elements and functions that impinge on
the affect the overall results of the total educational system, and if
efforts to study or improve the effectiveness of the educational system
are constructive and positive (rather than threatening), teachers will
be willing to participate in reasonable ways to attempt to accomplish
this purpose.

After all, that is what they are trying to do day after

day.

Statement by Henry B. Linne, President of Michigan Federation of
Teachers, at Hearing on Educational Accountability in Detroit, April 4,
1974 ,
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THE MICHIGAN FORUM OF EDUCATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

Criteria for Developing an Educational Accountability Flan

Approved March, 1974 by all member organizations
of the Michigan Forum of Educational Organizations:
American Association of University Women (Michigan)
League of Women Voters (Michigan)
Michigan Association of Elementary School Principals
Michigan Association of School Boards
Michigan Association for Supervision and Curriculum
Development
Michigan Congress of Parents Teachers and Students
Michigan Congress of School Administrator Associations
Michigan Education Association
Michigan Federation of Teachers

General Statement

Those who work in the educational arena should provide the leader
ship from which an effective accountability plan will emerge.

During

the months ahead, many groups, agencies, and organizations will attempt
to speak to the issue of educational accountability.

The Michigan

Forum of Educational Organizations has developed a set of criteria that
it recommends for review by those who are considering an accountability
plan.
An accountability plan (model, system) should focus primarily on
Improving education.

Improvement in education is best achieved when

developed at the local school building level.

Goals and priorities

should be identified and developed cooperatively by persons most
directly involved:

parents, teachers, students, and other school

staff in the local school district and school building.

Educational
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goals should be selected or developed by these local school people
rather than mandated by the State,
instructional programs.
publicly shared.

Instructional methods should be developed by the

professional educators.
be provided.

The plans make explicit the

All plans and results should be open and

Protection for both staff and students must

The plan should foster humaneness throughout the educa

tional process and encourage pluralism.
In developing an educational accountability plan, the following
minimum criteria should be considered;
1.

The primary purpose of an accountability plan should
be to improve student learning.

2.

Any plan must foster humaneness, and must protect
the rights and dignity of students and staff.

3.

An accountability plan should make clear that all
persons involved in the education process have
important responsibilities and that these persons
are accountable, not to or for each other, but for
the effort to reach agreement upon goals. Students,
parents, other community persons, school personnel,
board members, intermediate district personnel,
state department officials, and legislators all
have responsibilities. An accountability plan
should help make these responsibilities clearer
and foster growth among all of these persons. It
should also identify ways in which these persons
can work together to help students improve their
performance.

4.

An accountability plan should be open to review
by staff, students, parents, school board members,
and all other interested parties. Information
about the process should be shared openly among
all of these publics. The confidentiality of
student and staff performance information must
continue to be maintained.

5.

The local school district should have primary
responsibility for the development and implemen
tation of an accountability plan and basic plan
ning should be centered in the individual school
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buildings.

The plan should make explicit what

the school istrying to accomplish (goals and
priorities) , how the school istrying to reach
these goals (means, methods, and organizational
plans), how well the school is achieving the
goals (outcomes and results), and whether the
process shows greater promise than previous
plans. The accountability plan should provide
appropriate means for evaluating all processes
and outcomes. All components which affect learn
ing must be given appropriate consideration,
6 . The plan should encourage diversity and creativity
especially with regard to instructional methods,
consistent with acceptable professional practices,
7.

The accountability plan itself should be eval
uated periodically. The process should be flexible,
that is, open to change and adaptable to new or
changing circumstances.

There should be no single or state-wide accountability system.
The appropriate role of the state should be to facilitate educational
improvements at the district and local buiIding levels.

In order to

do this, the state needs to collect general information for state-wide
decision making.

It may develop a pool of objectives and a program of

alternatives from which school districts may select those options
which suit their needs,

It should require that each district have a

locally developed program which provides for instructional planning,
research and program development, dissemination, staff development and
inservice training, and evaluation of progress.

The state cannot and

should not attempt to perform these functions for the local district
or for the local building.

The state should provide adequate funding

to assure that these improvement functions can be carried out by
districts.
People for Alternative Learning Situations support the Michigan
Forum of Education Organizations Accountability criteria.
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THE OBSERVATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS OP THE
SUPERINTENDENT OP PUBLIC INSTRUCTION
Observations
No, li

There Is a need for a concise, clearly-understood definition
of the term "educational accountability" — for agreement or
consensus upon a definition, and for a major effort to com
municate such a definition to Michigan's citizens.

No,

21There is a need to differentiate between "educational
accountability" as a general concept and the specific means
or methods advocated and employed to achieve Increased
educational accountability.

No,

3» There is a need to deal with the basic issue of localcontrol
— i.e., Who is going to determine what takes place in local
school districts? This issue lies at the root of a good
portion of the concern, opposition, and animosity expressed
toward specific accountability proposals, particularly toward
accountability proposals perceived to originate from the
state level.

No,

There is a need to focus upon the visceral reactions of
classroom teachers in expressing their concern, opposition,
and animosity toward accountability proposals, based upon the
belief of many teachers that the ultimate purpose of such
proposals is to lay the blame for school failures at their
feet — and this belief apparently holds irrespective of
whether the proposals originate at the state or local level.

No, 5i

There is an urgent need to establish effective communication
channels to overcome the opposition, animosity, lack of under
standing, and confusion surrounding the State Board's SixStep Accountability Process,

No, 6I There is an urgent need to respond to the concern, opposition,
animosity and fear that accountability proposals will
dehumanize or oversystematize schooling.
No, 7I There is also the need for state officials to understand and
appreciate that another reason for the concern, opposition,
and animosity toward accountability systems may be that many
teachers and school administrators — tlirough no fault of
their ovm — feel ill-prepared and ill-equipped to design
and implement meaningful accountability systems.
No, 8i There is an urgent need for all Michigan citizens to realize
and accept the fact that, if any accountability proposals are
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to sucoeed, they can only do so through cooperative develop
ments, This is perhaps the strongest single view that
emerges from both the survey results and the hearings test
imony — namely, that accountability must be viewed as a
shared responsibility.
No, 9I There is need to appreciate the fact that all is not negative.
There are local districts and local schools that have made
great strides in designing and implementing accountability
systems similar to that advocated by the State Board of
Education,
No, 10I There is also a need to understand and appreciate that account
ability and accountability procedures, while currently
undergoing increasingly-heavy criticism from a number of
sources, do hold promise and can be Instrumental in helping
to Improve student learning and student performance.

Conclusions

No, li

In order to address the problem of the ambiguity and vagueness
that surrounds the meaning of the terra "educational account
ability," it is proposedI
1.
That the State Board of Education definition of
educational accountability — namely;
EDUCATIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY IS DETERMINING
HOW THE EDUCATIONAL COMMUNITY, IN COOPERA
TION WITH MICHIGAN CITIZENS, GAN IMPROVE
STUDENT LEARNING AND PERFORMANCE —
be given wide circulation among Michigan*s citizens —
parents, teachers, administrators, board members, and
others,
2» That the State Board of Education's definition
of educational accountability be generally adopted by all
local boards of education and teacher organizations,
3. That the news media be requested to provide
prime time for communicating this definition to the
Michigan citizens,
4, That the State Board of Education instruct the
Department to immediately set forth a program to clarify
the difference between educational accountability as a
goal and the steps that might be used to achieve such
a goalv In other words, by the end of the 1974-75 school

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

170
year^ all educational groups should have reached a level
of sophistication which allows them to differentiate
assessment and evaluation from the concept of educational
accountability•
5t That the State Board of Education Instruct the
Department to publish and widely disseminate the Board's
position on state assessment, to clearly communicate the
levels of state assessment, the areas of individual
and the use of state assessment.
No, 2I In order to alleviate the concern, opposition, and animosity
directed toward accountability systems, it is proposedi
1, That all local districts adopt the policy state
ment of the Educational Forum regarding educational
accountability as a cooperative process,
2, That there be a continued, voluntary, utilization
at the local level of several different approaches to
increased educational accountability, similar to the
efforts that the State Board has been experimenting with
over the past three or four years in the 6/5 pilot dem
onstration schools,
3* That each local board be encouraged to undertake
a systematic approach to achieving increased account
ability wherein all parties in the process are meaning
fully involved in developing and implementing the local
plan» In those local districts where agreement cannot
be reached on an accountability process, the local board,
the local teachers' group, and the local citizenry
should each appoint a person to a three-member panel and
charge that panel with recommending an appropriate process
to bring about increased accountability.
No, 3I In order to further assist those districts In attempting
to Implement accountability approaches similar to the State
Board's six-step process, and In order to help clear up
the confusion and misunderstanding currently surrounding
that process, it is proposed:
1, That funds should be provided in the State Aid
Act, or through grant awards from the State Board of Educa
tion, to enable the schools In the 6/5 project to carry out
their self-chosen assignment and to assist other elemen
tary schools in volunteering to Implement the six-step
accountability process.
2, That there be provided, through the State Aid Act,
some $5»300,000 for the purposes of malcing $10,000 grants
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to each local K-12 district, and to each region in
Detroit that has developed local district goals and
measurable performance expectations in the basic skills.
The purpose of the grants would be to assist each dis
trict to develop and carry out a local-needs assess
ment procedure designed to measure whether or not its
basic skills expectations for students are being met.
Such grant would be only for the 1975-76 school year,
and only to implement a local-needs assessment program.
Any funds not utilized would revert to the general
fund»
3. That there also be provided $300,000 in stateaid funds to assist selected local school buildings
that have implemented steps 1, 2, and 3 on a voluntary
basis to further experiment with and demonstrate mean
ingful procedures for analyzing their delivery systems
or programs on a district basis.
4. That there be a concerted effort on the part
of the Department of Education and local districts to
address the concerns of the humanists and ensure that
all accountability plans include appropriate emphasis
on the so-called affective domain, as well as the cog
nitive and psycho-motor domains. Title III, and other
funds, should be provided to continue the many state
and local efforts directed toward addressing such
concerns.
No, 4": In order to
staffs with
develop and
strategies,

provide our existing teacher and administrator
the skills and characteristics necessary to
implement accountability-based instructional
it is proposedi

1, That the Legislature, consistent with the
State Board’s proposed legislation on teacher centers,
create and fund in the City of Detroit the first
state-supported teacher center, provided such proposal
has the support of the educational groups. Including
the Detroit Federation of Teachers, the Michigan
Federation of Teachers, and the Michigan Education
Association, The purpose of creating the initial
center in Detroit Is to provide a supporting mechanism
whereby the training and retraining of teachers and
administrators can take place concurrently with the
development and implementation of an agreed-upon
accountability process. It Is proposed that the
Legislature appropriate the necessary monies to the
State Board of Education for the purposes of funding
Eind supervising the experimental teacher center for
the City of Detroit,
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2«- That current efforts to develop new and improved
programs for the preparation of new teachers — partic
ularly experimentation with competency-based approaches
to teacher education — receive continuing financial
support from the Legislature,
3. That the State Board accelerate its current
efforts to introduce and support the passage of legisla
tion authorizing and providing funds for the establishment
of a statewide program of professional development through
the creation of a network of teacher centers,
4, That the various teacher and administrator pro
fessional organizations give serious consideration to
cooperative efforts to develop training packages for
their constituents.
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D A N IE L G O LD SM ITH , Ed.D., President
TH O M A S ROGERS, Vice President
PEGGY A N DR ID G E , Secretary
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SOUTH NORWOOD

R OB ER T N A VARRE, Treasurer
JOSEPH SANFORD
M YR N A SLOVACEK
R O NALD Z E L L A R

HfUSDAlD, MICMIOAN 49342

Fred A. Richardson
Superintendent of Schools
Telephone: 437-4401

November 15, 197^

Dear
I am conducting a situdy for the preparation of a dissertation from Western
Michigan University, The dissertation will attempt to measure the impact of the
Six Step Model of Accountability developed by the State Department of Education.
Dr. Jack Mobley, Chairman of the M.A.S.A. Leadership Committee and Dr. Don
Currie, Executive Director of M.A.S.A., have given strong support to this project.
The findings will be shared with the Leadership Committee since one of their
major tasks is to review accountability in Michigan.
Being the Superintendent in Hillsdale, I know how often we are called upon
to participate in surveys. Dr. Mobley and Dr. Currie both feel the data collected
from this survey may be of particular importance to all of us as Superintendents
in Michigan and M.A.S.A.
Only one hundred Superintendents have been randomly selected to participate in
this study. Therefore, it is very important that you return this survey so that the
results can be accurately representative of the opinions of Superintendents in
Michigan. Please be assured that your responses will be completely anonymous.
The survey will take you only about fifteen minutes. Each step in the model
is being reviewed and the format of each step is the same. Please return your
survey in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope by November 30, 1974.
Thank you for your help.
Sincerely,

Fred A. Richardson
Superintendent of Schools
PARiljl
Enclosures
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BRIEF’ INSTRUCTIONS FOR I'HE SURVEY

— Review of Michigan's Six Step Model of Educational Accountability
Step 1 - Common Goals
Step 2 - Performance
Step 3 - Needs Assessment
Step 4 - Delivery Systems Analysis
Step 5 - Evaluation and Testing
Step 6 - Recommendations for Improvement
— Indicate your Fourth Friday Enrollment on first page only,
— Each of the following pages has only one step of the Model on it
for your reaction.
— Each of the following pages has the same format.
— Each step has the same questions asked about it.
— Circle your response where indicated.
— Use single word responses where possible.
— Make any statement short and as direct as possible.

The total survey can be completed in approximately fifteen (15) minutes.

Thanks again for your help.

Fred A. Richardson, Superintendent
Hillsdale Community Schools
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District Enrollment
(4th Fridav 1974)
S Ü R -,V E Y
MICHIGAN’S SIX STEP MODEL OF EDUCATIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY
STEP 1

Common Goals - The State Boai-d of Education has articulated certain goals for children. These are spelled
out in general terms in the "Common Goals of Michigan Education." Each local district is
asked to develop their own modification of these goals.

1) Level of implementation
2) In your opinion, where
3) How much effort has been e x rby your district
should your district be?
pended to implement this step?
Not Started 1 2 3 5 5 Implemented
Not Started 1 2
3 4 5 Implemented
Nothing 1 2
3 4 5 Everything
(circle response)
(circle response)
(circle response)
Please react to the following:
4. Comment on the difference between your reaction to "Level of implementation by your district" and "In your
opinion, where should your district be?" above: (State briefly)

5.

Who has been assigned to the task of implementing this step in the model for your district? _________________
(state position only. If no one has been assigned the task, state "none.")

6.

Have specific funds been allocated for the purpose of implementing this step of the model? Yes ____ No________ ____
(If yes, how much ___________
)
When do you intend to have this step in the model fully implemented in your district?
I9
Never _______

7.
8.

In your opinion, who do you perceive to have the responsibility for implementing this step in the model? (Circle
one of the following) a) local district
b) local teachers' association
c) intermediate district
d) state department
9 . Have you discussed this step of the model with your Board of Education?
Yes
No ____
10. Should this step be implemented on a district wide basis or subject area basis (i.e., social science, math,
etc.)? (Circle one of the following)
a) district wide
b) subject area
c) both
11. What problems have you experienced in implementing this step in the accountability model? (State briefly)

12. What problems do you expect in the future in reference to implementing this step in the accountability model?
(state briefly)

i

STEP 2

Performance Objectives - There is consensus hy definition, certain things it is assumed children ought to
know at various stages in their development. This information must now be trans
lated into performance measures. While much work remains to be done, the per
formance objectives fall naturally into skill areas and attitude-aspiration areas
which are, psychologically speaking, in the cognitive domain, the psychomotor
domain or the affective domain.

1) Level of implementation
_____________ by your district
Not Started 1 2 3 5 5Implemented
(circle response)

2) In your opinion, where
3) How much effort has been exshould your district be?________
pended
to implement this step?
Not Started 1 2 3 4 3
Implemented
Nothing 1 2
3 4
5 Everything
(circle response)
(circle response)

Please react to the following;
4. Comment on the difference between your reaction to "Level of implementation by your district" and "In your
opinion, where should your- district be?" above:
(State briefly)

5.

Who has been assigned to the task of implementing this step in the model for your district? _________________
(state position only.
If no one has been assigned the task, state "none.")

6.

Have specific funds been allocated for the purpose of implementing this step of the model? Yes ____ No_____
(if yes, how m u c h _______________ )
When do you intend to have this step in the model fully implemented in your- district?
I9
Never _______

7.
8.

9.

In your opinion, who do you perceive to have the responsibility for implementing this step in the model?
(Circle one of the following) a) local district
b) local teachers' association
c) intermediate district
d) state department
Have you discussed this step of the model with your Board of Educa.tion?

Yes ____

No_____

10.

Should this step be implemented on a district wide basis or subject area basis (i.e., social science, math,
etc.)? (Circle one of the following)
a) district wide
b) subject area
c) both

11.

What problems have you experienced in implementing this step in the accountability model?

(State briefly)

12. What problems do you expect in the future in reference to implementing this step in the accountability model?
(state briefly)

STEP 3 Needs Assessment - Havingidentified the goals for children, and having articulated the performance objec
tives for schools, it is necessary to assess the existing relationship betweenthem.
This analytical chore must utilize all the knowledge at hand; research, testing,
resource distribution and personnel availability and a host of others. The objective
is to give local school officials some notion of the variance between desirability of
performance objectives and what the child or children can do (needs assessment).
1) Level of implementation
2) In your opinion, where
3) How much effort has been ex_____________ by your district_____________
shouldyourdistrictbe?____
pended to implement this step?
Not Started 1 2
3 5 5 Implemented
Not”Started 1
23
5
5 Implemented
(circle response)
(circle response)
(circle response)
Please react tothe following;
4. Comment on the difference between your reaction to "Level of implementation by your district" and "In your
opinion, where should your district be?" above ; (State briefly)

5.

Who has been assigned to the task of implementing this step in the model for your district? _________________
(state position only.
If no one has been assigned the task, state "none.")

6.

Have specific funds been allocated for the purpose of implementing this step of the model? Yes ____ No____ _
(if yes, how much ____________
)

7.

When do you intend to have this step in the model fully implemented in your district?

I9

Never ______

8 . In your opinion, who do you perceive to have the responsibility for implementing this step in the model?
(Circle one of the following) a) local district
b) local teachers' association
c) intermediate district
d) state department
9.

Have you discussed this step of the model with your Board of Education?

Yes

No_____

10.

Should this step be implemented on a district wide basis or subject area basis (i.e., social science, math,
etc.)? (Circle one of the following)
a) district wide
b) subject area
c) both

11.

What problems have you experienced in implementing this step in the accountability model?

12.

What problems do you expect in the future in reference to implementing this step in the accountability model?
(state briefly)

(State briefly)

Noth

STEP 4

^
^
I

Delivery Systems Analysis - Based on the needs assessment, plans must be made to change the delivery sys
tems to reverse what has often been termed as the "push-out" or "leave behind"
problem. Among the many things which may be used are performance contracting,
compensatory education, promising practices from experimental and demonstration
schools, year-around schooling, intensified pre-school education, improvement
of nutrition through school meals, in-service training of teachers, and many
others.

1) Level of implementation
2) In your opinion, where
3) How much effort has been exshould your district be?______
pended to implement this step?
by your district________
Not Started 1 2 3 5 5 Implemented
Not Started 1 2 3 5 5 Implemented
Nothing 1 2
3 ^ 5 Everything
(circle response)
(circle response)
(circle response)
Please react to the following:
4. Comment on the difference between your reaction to "Level of implementation by your district" and "In your
opinion, where should your district be?" above : (State briefly)

5.

VTho has been assigned to the task of implementing this step in the model for your district? _________________
(state position only. If no one has been assigned the task, state "none.")

6.

Have specific funds been allocated for the purpose of implementing this step of the model? Yes ____ No
(if yes, how much ____________

7.

When do you intend to have this step in the model fully implemented in your district?

8.

In your opinion, who do you perceive to have the responsibility for implementing this step in the model?
(Circle one of the following) a) local district
b) local teachers' association
c) intermediate district
d) state department

9.

Have you discussed this step of the model with your Board of Education?

19___

Yes ____

)

Never_______

No______

10.

Should this step be implemented on a district wide basis or subject area basis (i.e., social science, math,
etc.)? (Circle one of the following)
a) district wide
b) subject area
c) both

11.

What problems have you experienced in implementing this step in the accountability model?

12.

What problems do you expect in the future in reference to implementing this step in the accountability model?
(state briefly)

(State briefly)

STEP 5

Evaluation and Testing - If a change takes place in the delivery system, that change needs to be tested and
evaluated. If valid, across the board in-service professional development pro
grams should be fostered.

1) Level of implementation
_____________ by your district________
Not Started 1 2 3 ^ 5 Implemented
(circle response)

2) In your opinion, where
should your district be?______
Not Started 1 2
3 ^ 5 Implemented
(circle response)

3) How much effort has been expended to implement this step?
Nothing 1 2 3 4 3
Everything
(c.irele response)

Please react to the following:
4. Comment on the difference between your reaction to "Level of implementation by your district" and "In your
opinion, where should your district be?" above:
(State briefly)

5.

Who has been assigned to the task of implementing this step in the model for your district? __________________
(state position only. If no one has been assigned the task, state "none.")

6.

Have specific funds been allocated for the purpose of implementing this step of the model? Yes ____ No_____
(If yes, how much ________________ )

7.

When do you intend to have this step in the model fully implemented in your district?

8.

In your opinion, who do you perceive to have the responsibility for implementing this step in the model?
(Circle one of the following)
a) local district
b) local teachers' association
c) intermediate district
d) state department

9.

Have you discussed this step of the model with your Board of Education?

Yes

19

Never _____

No__

10.

Should this step be implemented on a district wide basis or subject area basis (i.e., social science, math,
etc.): (Circle one of the following)
a) district wide
b) subject area
c) both

11.

What problems have you experienced in implementing this step in the accountability model?

12.

What problems do you expect in the future in reference to implementing this step in the accountability model?
(state briefly)

(State briefly)

STEP 6

Recommendation, for Improvement - When a district or school has gone through these steps, they should feel
obligated to share the results.Recommendations
to the localdistrict
and
to the State Board of Education complete what is essentially a circular
pattern of service— goals are served and/or modified on the basis of con
tinuing attention to the successor lack of success in theeducational
delivery system, and the process starts over again.

l) Level of implementation
_____________ by your district________
Not Started 1 2 3 5 5 Implemented
(circle response)

2) In your opinion, where
3) How much effort has been ex_______ should your district be?________
pendedtoimplement this step?
Not S t a r t e O
2 3 5 5 Implemented
Nothing I 2 3 k 5 Everything
(circle response)
(circle response)

Please react to the following:
4.Comment
on thedifference between your reaction to "Level of implementationby your district" and
opinion, where should your district be?" above : (State briefly)

"In your

5.

Whohas beenassigned
tothe task of implementing this step in the model for yourdistrict ___________________
(state position only. If no onehas been assigned the task, state "none,")

6.

Have specific funds been allocated for the purpose of implementing this step of the model? Yes ____ No_____
(if yes, how much ________________

7.

When do you intend to have this step in the model fully implemented in your district?

8.

In your opinion, who do you perceive to have the responsibility for implementing this step in the model?
(Circle one of the following)
a) local district
b) local teachers' association
c) intermediate district
d) state department

9.

Have you discussed this step of the model with your Board of Education?

■ Yes _______

19___

Never______

No______ ____________

1C.

Should this step be implemented on a district wide basis or subject area basis (i.e., social science, math,
etc.)? (Circle one of the following)
a) district wide
b) subject ai-ea
c) both

11.

What problems have you experienced in implementing this step in the accountability model?

12.

What problems do you expect in the future in reference to implementing this step in the accountability model?
(state briefly)

(State briefly)
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Superintendent of Schools
Telephone: 437 -4401
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November 26, 1974

If you have at this time already returned the survey on
the Six Step Model of Educational Accountability, thank
you very much.
If at this time you have not had a chance to return the
survey, please do so soon; it is extremely important to
the completion of this research project and the report
to the Michigan Association of School Administrators and
the completion of the dissertation. This is a lengthy
and laborous task and I appreciate your time and would
like to thank you now for your help.
Thank you again.
Sincerely,

Fred A. Richardson
Superintendent of Schools
FARiljl
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